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LETTER VIII. 


Griesbach’s Critical Editions of the N. T.—Superficial view 
of his work, by the Editors of the Unitarian Version-~ 
Their view, corrected and completed—Authorities consulted — 
in this Review—General outline of Griesbach’s scheme— 
I, Vindication of the Standard Editions of the Greek Vulgate 
—1. Complutensian ; 2. of Erasmus ; 3. of Stephens ; 4. of 
Beza; 5. of the Elzevirs—Vindication of the Original Editors 
from Griesbach’s charges—of Erasmus, by Nolan ;—II. 
Vindication of the Sacred Canon, from the charge of early 
and continued corruption—III. Review of Griesbach’s classi- 
fication of Manuscripts—Corrections of his classificatton— 
List of the principal Greek Manuscripts extant—His three 
recensions corrected—Imperfections of Griesbach’s favourite 
MSS.—The Alexandrine (or rather Egyptian) and Western 
recenstons, NOT independent witnesses, opposed to the Byzane 
tine—Affinity between the two former, proved from Gries- 
bach himself—Carelessness and negligence of his Collations, 
proved by examples—lV. Griesbach’s Canons of Criticism— 
borrowed from Wetstein, and altered for the worse. 


"THE disputed texts, 1 Tim. ii. 16; Acts xx. 
28; 1 John v. 7, 8; next claim attention, on ac- 
count of their doctrinal importance. But before 
we enter upon the subject, it will be necessary to — 
, premise some account of Griesbach’s scheme, and 
of the principles upon which he impeaches the 
authority of the Received Text, in the Vulgate 
editions of the Greek Testament; and of the 
VOL. I. B he 
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grounds upon which he undertakes to correct it 
in his critical editions; especially the second en- 
larged edition, in which he alters the received 
readings of the foregoing texts, more boldly than 
he had ventured to do in his first edition*; and, 
with some unquestionable improvements, has, in 
other places, disimproved the sacred text, by his 
corrections. 

This inquiry is due to his acknowledged cele- 
brity, and to the real merit of his edition, in some 
respects. For however objectionable he may be 
found in his scheme, and in the structure of his 
Text ; he is intitled to unqualified praise, in his 
Notes. From the great mass of 150,000 various 
readings, we are told, furnished by his own, and 
his predecessors’ collations of upwards of 400 
Greek Manuscripts, he has formed a judicious 
selection of the principal readings, and arranged 
them in a perspicuous order and method ; and by 
the comprehensive brevity of his ingenious nota- — 
tion, by various sigde or marks, resembling A/ge- 
braic symbols, he has condensed into two Octavo 
volumes, a quantity of matter which, if expressed 
at length in common language, would fill several 


* Cum annis abhinc 22, novam Greci textus Novi Testa 
menti recensionem in lucem emittere inciperem, tunidiuscule 
doctorum virorum judicium expectabam. Novus enim et 
pene temerarius videbatur ausus, a textu recedere vulgo 
recepto; qui, diuturno usu inter omnes ita obtinuerat, ut 
sanctitatis quandam speciem pre se ferret. Pracfat. ad se~ 
cundam Edit. A. Dz 1796. 
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Holios ; and has furnished thereby a general and 
conmmodious Jnder, to the great body of Manu- 
scripts, Ancient Versions, and early Fathers, 
which compose his critical apparatus; highly use- 
ful to all Biblical scholars; even to those who do 
not approve his scheme, nor adopt his system of 
classification. 

A superficial, partial, and imposing view of his 
profound and elaborate work, the result of the 
labours, and researches of thirty or forty years, has 
been given in a few pages, by the editors of the 
Unitarian Version of the New Testament. This 
view, I shall endeavour to correct, and complete, 
in the most material parts, from the result of a 
careful examination and comparison of the principal — 
documents, on both sides; the learned Prolegomena 
and Prefaces of Wetstein, Griesbach, and Mat- 
thei, &c. in their respective editions of the Greek 
Testament; Michaelis’ critical review of the 
ancient versions, manuscripts and editions of the 
New Testament, enriched with Aarsh’s notes, in 
his Introduction to the New Testament, vol. II. 
which constitutes the principal merit of that un- 
equal work; 7Zravis’s able vindication of the au- 
thenticity of 1 John v. 7. in his Letters to Gibbon, 
‘Edit. 3, 1794; Porson’s acute reply, in his Let- 
ters to Travis; Marsh’s very ingenious, learned; 
and elaborate Letters to Travis, Leipzig, 1795; 
and though last not least, Nolan’s Inquiry into 
the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate, 1815,—a 
work of uncommon research and close reasoning, 
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affording an excellent clue to the labyrinth of 
Griesbach’s scheme. 

The general outline, or ground plan, of Gries- 
bach’s fanciful, but well fabricated scheme, may 
be thus traced, from his own Juminous arrange- 
ment, in the Prolegomena. 

I. He impeaches the authority of the received 
text, in the Vulgate editions of the Greek Testa- 
ment; upon the plea of the zncompetency of the 
original editors of the standard editions which 
compose its basis. Sect. I. 

II. He impeaches the integri/y, or doctrinal 
purity, of the sacred canon itself; upon the plea 
of early corruptions, introduced into it, and con- 
tinued, both by the orthodox and heterodox. 

IlI. He proposes a specious classification of 
Greek manuscripts, according to their several 
families, recensions, or editions ; designing, upon 
the testimony of the few, old, and corrupt favour- 
ites, to supersede the testimony of the many, 
which by their unanimous suffrages support the 
Vulgate text. 

LV. He lays down certain laws or canons of 
criticism, by the help of which, he corrects, or 
alters the received text, upon the combined evi- 
dence of manuscripts, versions and Fathers; pro- 
fessing, not to change a single letter of the text, 
inerely upon conjecture. Sect. I. and IL. 

I shall examine each of these heads in order. 

I. He thus briefly states the genealogy and the 
censure of the Vulgate and standard editions, ps 
XXXL, XXXIV. 


C0 


‘* The more recent editions follow the Elzevir ; 
this was compiled from the editions of Beza, and 
the third of Stephens; Beza, likewise, copied the 
third of Stephens, with some alterations, made, 
however, from fancy, and without sufficient autho- 
rity: ‘he third of Stephens closely follows the 
fifth of Hrasmus; a few places only, and the 
Apocalypse, excepted, in which Erasmus formed 
his text, as well as he could, from a very few and 
rather sodern manuscripts; destitute of all the 
necessary helps, except the interpolated Latin 
Vulgate, and the writings of a few of the Fathers, 
inaccurately edited.” And he thus, more dis- 
tinctly, expresses this censure of the E/zevir, and 
of the prime editions of Hrasmus, and the Com- 
plutensian editors, p. v. 

“The received text differs so little from these 
original sources, as scarcely to furnish a hundred 
readings different from the Lvasmian and Sites 
plutensian, conjointly.” 

1. “ But Erasmus and the Complutensians 
employed but a few manuscripts; and _ these, 
modern and of little value, if we regard the good- 
ness of the readings; 2. They wanted other helps 
necessary to form a judgment of the sacred text; 
(namely a sufficient knowledge of the ancient 
Versions, and early Fathers ;) 3. They wanted 
skill in the true science of sacred criticism; 4, 
They were impeded by preconceived opinions and 
prejudices, from making a right use of their ma- 
nuscripts, such as they were.” 

I shall first unfold, more explicitly, the geng- 
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aiogy and history of these several editions; be- 


ginning with the earliest, in the natural progress 
of descent. 


1. COMPLUTENSIAN EDITION. 


About the commencement of the sixteenth cen- 
tury, the illustrious Cardinal Ximenes, prime 
minister of Spain, in the zenith of her power and 
greatness, formed the noble project of printing a 
magnificent edition of the whole Bible, in the 
original languages, accompanied with the Greek 
and Latin Vulgate* translations of the Old and 
New Testament. In this great work he employed, 
we are told, by his historian Gomez, forty-two of 
the most learned men of the age; of whom he 
appointed four, Alius Antonius Nebrissensis, 
Demetrius Creticus, Ferdinandus Antonius, and 
Lopez de Stunica, or Astuniga, (two Greeks 
and two Spaniards) to superintend the impression ; 
on which he expended no less than fifty thousand 
ducats. ‘The work was begun at Complutum or 
Alcala in Spain, A.D. 1502, and completely 
finished, A. D. 1517, in fifteen years; but it was 


* There are five principal Recensions of the Latin Vulgate, 
1. The Complutensian, 2. Stephens’ Vulgate of 1540, with a 
copious collection of readings from Latin MSS. and some 
of the early editions; 3. The Lowvain, published by Hentenius 
m 1547, and repeated in the Antwerp edition of 1573; 4. 
The Roman, of Sextus Quintus, in 1590; And that, of Clement 
VIII. in 1592, called Vulgata Authentica, from which the 
modern editions have been generally printed, each succeeds 
ing edition approaching nearer to the Greek Text. 
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not licensed for publication, by pope Leo X, till 
March 2¥, 1520; nor actually published till 
A. D. 1522. This was the first edition, in which 
the whole of the Greek Testament was printed. 

The delight of this pious and munificent patron 
of the work, at its completion, which he outlived 
but a short time, was expressed in the following 
animated strain of true devotion: “ O Christ, I 
give thee the highest thanks, for bringing this 
my undertaking to the desired end!” And in his 
dedication to pope Leo, he thus states his high 
veneration for the original Scriptures, and the 
strict principles of sound criticism upon which the 
work was executed; principles, which would 
reflect honour on the most. skilful Protestant 
editors.—‘‘ I must further observe, that where- 
ever there was a variation among the Latin 
manuscripts, or any suspicion of a corrupt read- 
ing, (such as we have seen most frequently hap- 
pen, from the joint ignorance and carelessness of 
the copiers) in order that the integrity of the 
books of the Old Testament might be ascertained 
by the Hebrew verity, and of the New Testament 
by Greek manuscripts, we had recourse to the 
original Scriptures themselves, as St. Jerom, 
Augustin, and other sacred critics advise.’—= 
Here, he ranks himself among the editors of the 
work; and he thus acknowledges his obligations, 
for the valuable manuscripts with which he was 
furnished from the Vatican library at Rome. 
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“ To your holiness, we owe some very old Greek 
copies, both of the Old and New Testament, 
which you most kindly sent us; and which were 
of the greatest assistance to us, in this business.” 
And the editors themselves corroborate this, in 
their preface, for they represent their manuscripts, 
“ not as ordinary, or modern, but the oldest and 
best; and even of such high antiquity that to 
depreciate their credit, would be an impiety.” 
In addition to the Vatican, they also inform us, 
that “ they procured not a few besides; a careful 
transcript of a most correct copy (of the Old 
Testament) belonging to Cardinal Bessarion, sent 
to them by the Venetian Senate ; and others also, 
collected from adl parts, at great trouble and 
expence.” And among the rare manuscripts, 
was the Rhodian, reputed, then, to be the oldest 
in Europe. 

Whether the celebrated Vatican manuscript, 
be the same, (or a copy of it,) that was furnished 
to the editors; the learned Mr. Wagstaffe could 
procure no information at the Vatican library, 
when he visited it in the year 1738. But he says, 
“ It is highly probable that this, at least, was 
ene of the MSS, that Leo X. assisted Cardinal 
Aimenes with, upon that occasion. But as the 
Complutensian Zestament was not printed till 
after the Cardinal had collected several MSS. of 
great note, in order to ascertain the true reading, 
and make his edition as accurate as possible ; it 
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is likely, that-this edition was not copied from 
any one manuscript, but made up out of ail, or 
the most ancient and evact that he could find.” 

See /lagstaffe’s Manuscript Letters in Sion 
Coilege Library, p. 2. from which, by the courtesy 
of the Librarian, Mr. /Vatts, I copied this remark, 
(March, 1817.) 

To this account of the Vatican manuscripts 
employed in the edition, the learned /Vetstein 
urges a Chronological objection: “ Leo X,” says 
he, ‘‘ was not elected pope, till 1514, when the 
edition was nearly finished ; of course the Vatican 
copies which he sent, came too late to be employ- 
ed.” Proleg. p. 117. But Travis judiciously re- 
plies, that Leo, who was appointed Cardinal de 
Medicis, at fourteen years of age, might easily 
have sent these manuscripts to his brother-Cardinal 
of Spain, at the beginning of the work; though 
the public acknowledgement was not made till the 
end of it, when he was pope; and when the 
patron and editors would naturally wish to sanction 
the work by the authority of the Pope rather than 
of the Cardinal. As men, the higher title was 
preferable; as papists it was indispensable, p. 
311—313. And surely we cannot conceive that 
the high and noble minded Ximenes would have 
attested an absurd falsehood, that he received 
manuscripts from the Vatican, which came too 
late to be employed ! 

And that these Greek manuscripts were actually 
employed, we may collect from Michaelis, the 
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most impartial censor we have seen of. this cele- 
brated edition; who declares that it “ Jadinizes 
much less than the editions of Erasmus ;” that 
many of its peculiar readings, which were for- 
merly supposed to be unsupported by any autho- 
rity, have beeu since ratified by Greek manuscripts, 
lately collated: such as the Havniensis (or Copen- 
hagen,) 1. in which Hensler found 40 readings 
that agree with the Complutensian, which are in 
no other manuscript; the Laudianus, 2. and 
Vindobonensis Lambeccii, 35.“ These circum- 
stances, says JZichaelis, may reasonably Jead us 
to conclude, that the Complutensian edition was 
faithfully taken from manuscripts ; and that these 
Complutensian readings, which are in xo manu- 
script known to us at present, were actually taken 
from manuscripts used by the editors. So long, 
therefore, as we are without the manuscripts, 
from which this edition was taken, it must itself 
be considered as a valuable manuscript, or as a 
Codex Criticus, that contains many scarce read- 
ings.” Introduction to the New Testament, Vol. 
II. p. 339, 340. 

And this honourable testimony of JJichaelis 
is confirmed by his learned ‘Translator, Bishop 
Marsh, in his Collation of the Velesian readings 
in the Catholic Epistles, amounting in all, to 
229. Of these, 208 agree with the Compluten- 
sian Latin Vulgate; while not less than 218 
differed from the Complutensian Greek text: 
whence it appears, that in the Catholic Epistles 
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alone, the Velesian readings, and the Complu- 
tensian Greek Text, differ in nine places out of 
ten.—But the Velesian readings, as JZarsh has 
abundantly proved, were forged translations into 
Greek, from Stephens’ Latin Vulgate of 1540, 
wherever it differed from his Greek text of 1550. 
—‘' They may, therefore, be of service,” as he 
judiciously observes, “‘ to those who would ex- 
amine the comparative state of the Complutensian 
Greek and Latin Texts.” Jarsh’s Letters to 
Travis, 1795. p. 264. 

We may further observe in its favo our, even ad- 
mitting, as G'riesbach objects, that the Complu- 
tensian Editors were wholly unacquainted with 
the Old Jtalic, and Syriac Versions,—that its 
peculiar readings are frequently confirmed by those 
venerable versions; in cases where it agrees with 
the Received tert, and differs from Griesbach’s ; 
as,in Matt. v. 46.;- vi. }, 133. vill. 25,29, 31, 39. 
&c. and vice versd, where it agrees with Gries- 
bach’s, and differs from the Recerved; as in 
Matt. i. 6: ii. 11; ili. 8; iv. 18; v. 27, 44, 473 
Vir L8194.5. Mi 14S VER 608,15. 11x. -185°33)35, 
36; x. 10; &c. as shewn at large, in the Review 
of Valpy’s Editions of the Greek Testament, 
British Critic, October 1816, pp. 423—425. 

It is much to be regretted, that the manuscripts 
employed in this edition are no longer extant. 
By the inconceivable ignorance or stupidity of a 
librarian at dlcala, who wanted to make room 
for some new books, about the year 1749, these 
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precious relics were sold in the lump, to one 
Loryo, who dealt in fire-works, “ como membranas 
inutiles,” (as useless parchments, ) as materials for 
making rockets!—The learned Martiniez, who 
heard of it, soon after they were sold, hastened 
to save these treasures from destruction ; but he 
came too late; for they were already destroyed, 
except a few scattered leaves, which are now pre- 
served in the library.—That the number of ma- 
nuscripts was very considerable, appears from the 
following circumstance. One Rodan assured 
Bayer, that he had seen the receipt which was 
given to the purchaser; from which it appeared, 
that the money was paid at two different payments. 
Ibid. p. 441. a 

And yet we are told, without shame, or fear of 
detection, at the present day, by the calumniators 
of this immortal edition, who unwittingly retail 
this fact, that ‘‘ the various manuscripts employed 
therein, which were then thought to be of great 
authority, are now known to have been of little 
value.” Jntroduc. Unit. Version, p. ix.— Known, 
by whom? By themselves, forsooth.—Thus ar- 
rogantly representing the original editors, as fools 
and knaves ; incapable of judging of the value of 
these manuscripts ; and imposing upon the world, 
by exaggerated accounts. The censure, indeed, 
recoils with redoubled force upon themselves : for 
how could they swallow such an absurdity, as to 
pretend to judge of manuscripts they never saw, 
nor could see; and with unparalleled effrontery, 
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attempt to cram it down the throats of their readers! 
Alas! blinded by their prejudices, ‘‘ they strain at 
gnats, and swallow camels !” 

In what high estimation, indeed, the Complu- 
fensian edition of the Greek Testament was held, 
we may judge from its frequent republications. 
Seven editions of it were printed at Antwerp, by 
Plantin, A. D. 1564, 1573, 1584, 1590; 1591, 
1601, 1612: five at Geneva, A. D. 1609, 1619, 
1620, (with Scaliger’s Notes,) 1628, 1632; and 
lastly, one at Jdayntz, in 1753, which are de- 
scribed in Le Long Bibl. Sacr. edit. ALasch. 
Part I. p. 191—195. These editions, however, 
exhibit only the Greek Text, with occasional cor- 
rections, from the text of Hrasmus. A copy of 
the third Genevan, 1620, in my possession, exhibits 
the important insertion of re aogars after rs Ors, 
2 Cor. iv. 4. in perfect unison with the parallel 
passage, Col. i. 15, where it is found; an inser- 
tion, further warranted by several manuscripts and 
versions, and by Theophylact, among the Fathers, 
as recorded by Griesbach himself; which, there- 
fore, he was abundantly justified to have brought . 
into his text; or at least, into his inner margin. 
And the omission reflects no little discredit on his 
editorial skill. A new edition both of the Greek 
and Latin Testament, which should be an exact 
copy of the Complutensian, (now extremely scarce, — 
only 600 copies having been originally published, ) 
would be most desirable. The Greek and Latin 
texts are therein thus disposed, with letters pre- 
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fixed to each word, to mark the correspondence 
between both texts. To give an instance, from 
Matt. xxvi. 

Kau eyevero Sore Serercceyv 5 y Et “factum est Scum 
°Inoes | acodsctaananl * Jesus 
MeBEYS, | esermones “hos fomnes. 

Such an edition would decide the question, whe- 
ther the work Latinized or not, by affording fuller 
evidence throughout, than the critical extracts pub- 
lished by Goeze, in his “ Defence of the Complu- 
tensian edition,” p. 277, which Defence, therefore, 
is not “ complete,” as he alleges; though it ought 
to be consulted by every future editor of the 
Greek Testament. The vulgar prejudice of its 
Latinizing,—or that the Complutensian editors, in 
consequence of too high an opinion of the Latin 
Vulgate, and a mistaken zeal for the Chris- 
uan Religion, did sometimes introduce into the 
Greek text readings of the Vulgate, which they 
found not in their Greek manuscripts; has been 
considerably increased by a ridiculous comparison, 
rather maliciously noticed by /Vetstein, from the 
preface to their first volume: “‘ mediam inter has, 
Latinam beati Hieronymi translationem, velut 
inter syxagogam, et ecclesiam orientalem, posui- 
mus: tanquam duos hinc inde latrones, medium 
autem Jresum, hoc est Romanam sive Latinam 
4icclesiam collocantes,” which was not meant to 
compare the Latin Vulgate translation to Curist, 
and the Hebrew and Greek texts to the two rob- 
bers crucified with him; but rather, the Roman 
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Church, to Currst, and the Jewish Synagogue 
and the Greek Church to the two robbers, as 
Michaelis fairly explains it from Goeze, p. 437. 
and as clearly proved by the high veneration enter- 
tained by Cardinal Ximenes himself, as we have 
seen, for the Hebrew and Greek verities. 

The high importance of this prime edition, as a 
Codex Criticus, required this fuller account. The 
learned Mill, who, in critical sagacity, and skill, 
was not inferior, perhaps, to /Vetstein and Gries- 
bach, set such a high value on this edition, that he 
“ wished its text had been retained in all other 
editions, and that the differences only had been 
noted in the margin: because later editors have 
rather injured than improved the tert.” And 
this seems also to have been the concurrent opinion 
of Michaelis, who cites it. P. 443. 


2. EDITIONS OF ERASMUS. 


This indefatigable scholar, who lived by his 
learning, was employed by Froden, the printer, at 
Basle in Switzerland, to prepare several editions 
of the Greek Testament. His first edition was 
published on the first of March, 1516; and by 
Lrasmus’s own account, “ precipitatum fuit 
verius quam editum ;” the proposal to engage in 
it having been made him only the foregoing April 
17, 1515, not a full year before! In this “‘ pre- 
cipitation,’ he was obliged by his employer to 
correct for the press a fresh sheet every day !— 
Froben wishing, probably, to anticipate the ex- 
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pected publication of the Complutensian Polyglot, 
which was now finished. ‘‘ On this account there- 
fore, Erasmus is much more to be pitied, than to 
be censured,” according to the judicious and com- 
passionate reflection of MJichaclis, Introduction, 
&c. Vol. ii. p. 443. In a letter, dated 23 Sept. 
1515, Erasmus thus writes to his friend, ‘‘ Ulric 
Zasius, Wuic pistrino sic sum affixus et obligatus, 
ut vir otiun sit capiendo cibo !” Wetstein Proleg, 
p. 121. 

A second edition was published in 1519, more 
carefully corrected than the former. In these two 
editions, he was censured for the omission of 
} John v. 7, by Lopez Stunica, and by a learned 
Englishman, Edward Lee or Ley. Their censure 
produced its insertion in his third edition, A. D. 
1522, (the same year in which the Complutensian 
was published), in which he apologizes for the 
omission in his two former editions, because he 
had not found it in five Greek MSS. which he 
then consulted. These manuscripts are marked 
by /Vetstein, No. 1, 2, 3, 61, 69, in the first part ; 
4, 7, in the second part; and 1, in the fourth part. 
And he declared, that he replaced, (reposuimus) 
that disputed verse, because he found it in a Greek 
manuscript which he collated in England, ne cui 
sit causa calumniandi, “ to prevent giving a handle 
for calumny,” to those who impeached his ortho- 
doxy. ‘This Manuscript, was most probably the 
Montfort, preserved in the Library of Trinity Col- 
lege, Dublin, of which we shall have occasion te 
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speak hereafter. See Griesbach’s Diatribe ad 
locum, 1 John v. 7, p. 3, 8, in the Appendix to 
his second volume; or Zravis, Appendix, No 1. 
And like Griesbach, Erasmus also thought fit to 
clear himself of the charge of Arianism, and to 
make this guarded profession of his faith. 

‘* T do not patronize the Arians, at present ; 
because I follow with all my heart, what theChurck 
prescribes.” —“ For this reason chiefly, I believe that 
THE SON 7s of the same essence with THE FaTHER, 
because the Church so requires: I should eguadly 
believe it although this text was different from 
what we represent.” Respons. ad Leum, pp. 272, 
278, or Travis, p..199.—In this critical situation, 
Erasmus, who was not ‘ gifted with the spirit of 
Luther,” as he on another occasion confessed, 
perhaps temporized, and disguised his speculative 
opinions, through timidity. 

His fourth edition appeared in 1527. In this 
he conformed more than in the preceding, to the 
Complutensian, following it in the Apocalypse 
alone, ninety times. 

His fifth edition, and last, in 1535, differed 
only in four places, from the preceding, accoming 
to Mill. 


3. EDITIONS OF STEPHENS. 


Robert Stephens, (Estienne) the celebrated 
printer at Paris, published many editions of the 
Latin and Greek Testaments. 

VOL. 11. c 
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His first edition in 1528, was simply a republi- 

cation of the Latin Vulgate. 
~The second, 1532, and third, 1534, the same, 
accompanied with marginal readings. 

The fourth, of the New Testament in 1539, and 
of the Old, in 1540, formed a complete edition of 
the Latin Bible, the most splendid and valuable: 
containing a copious collection of various readings 
taken from Latin MSS. and early editions. This 
edition is usually called Stephens’ Vulgate, and is 
cited from its first title-page in 1540. 

The fifth, in 1541, and sixth in 1543, were of 
the New Testament in duodecimo. 

The seventh, in 1545, was of the whole Bible, 
in large octavo. ‘The eighth, in the saine year, of 
the New Testament in two vols. duodecimo. 

The ninth in 1546, was of the whole Latin 
Bible. See Bishop Afarsh’s Letters to Zravis, 
p. 253--263; 145; 148. 

Of the Greek 7estament his first edition was in 
1546, 16mo. published from some choice MSS. 
which he borrowed from the King’s Library, and 


also, from the Complutensian edition. 

The second was simply a republication of the 
first in 12mo. 

The third and most magnificent, was his critical 
edition of 1550, folio, in which his text principally 
followed the fifth of Erasmus: from. which it 
does not differ in more than twenty places, accord- 
ing to Metstein, Proleg. p. 145. In his margin, he 
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noticed the various readings furnished by his MSS. of 
which he possessed sixteen, marked by the numeral 
Greek letters of the alphabet: ¢, 1, the Complu- 
tensian, which he justly considered as a Coder 
Criticus ; 6’, 2. an ancient MS. collated by his 
friends in Italy ; generally supposed to be Beza’s 
onthe Cambridge D *.); 150931050405 ce,.5 gy snr 
g, 7; %, 83 ¢, 103 se, 153 eight MSS. borrowed 
from the King’s Library ; and lastly, 3,9; ‘2, 11; 
iS", 123 wy’, 135 8, 145 is’, 1653 six more, collected 
from all quarters. 

The various readings were marked by an ode- 
lus, §, and a semicircle, or semiparenthesis, re- 


? 


sembling a comma, ’, inclosing the word or words 
of the text, which were either omitted or read 
differently, by his several authorities, marked in the 
margin. ‘Thus, in Matt. xii. 35, we find, in the 
text, ts xapdias’, and in the margin, «v zag, aAny 
ey rt» %. Signifying, these two words are wanting in 
all, evcept the eighth MS. Sometimes z, the ab- 
breviation of zs: is used. 

Griesbach objects, that ‘‘ Stephens frequently 
followed Hrasmus, contrary to the credit and au- 
thority of all his MSS.” Proleg. p. xviii. 

This censure is praise.—Stephens did not, like 
Griesbach, servilely follow the external evidence 


of manuscripts, versions, and Fathers only; he 


* Bishop Marsh in his Notes on Michaelis’ Introduction to 
the New Testament, Vol. ii. p. 688, hesitated whether D was 
really, Stephens’ ¢', 2; but in his Letters to Lravis, he speaks 
decidedly in favour of it. 
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carefully weighed the internal also, and made that 
his chief standard. Of this we have a remarkable 
instance in Matt. ii. 11. where he follows Lrasmus 
in the reading eigov, “ they found,” instead of ade, 
‘they saw.” Though he candidly confesses, 
eov—ev gan.  * All my MSS. read tidov.” His 
plan was, to accept from any quarter, that which 
appeared to him to be the dest reading. And 
finding that Erasmus was supported by the Vul- 
gate Version, which renders, zrcenerunt puerum ; 
and that sdenre, occurred before in the eighth verse, 
“ when ye find the child,” &c. and also that 
eJgov is more appropriate than ade: not only inti- 
mating that they saw the child, but further, that 
they knew him to be the child in question, from 
the marks and tokens given them by the Oracle, to 
prevent mistake: He therefore, was fully justified 
in rejecting the authority of all his Greek MSS, 
upon such combination of evidence. 

His fourth, and last edition, octavo, was pub- 
lished, A.D. 1551. In this, he introduced that 
reprehensible innovation of breaking the continuity 
of the text, into distinct and separate verses ; like 
aphorisms, partly for the greater ease of referring 
to his valuable Concordance of the Greek Testa- 
ment, afterwards published by his son, fenry 
Stephens ; and partly, perhaps, to increase the 
booksellers’ profits; thus enlarging the size of the 
copies for sale, by the vacant spaces between each 
verse. A profitable invention, indeed, to the 
printer, though detrimental to the reader ; which 
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has been followed-ever since, in all the Vulgate edi- 
tions and vernacular versions, almost in all Europe. 
It is much to be regretted, that this practice has 
subsisted so long: the innovation was hastily made, 
inter equitandum, during a journey from Paris 
to Lyons, as we learn from his son; and inju- 
diciously, in many places; the verses frequently 
breaking off in the middle of a sentence, and in- 
juring the connexion. The critical editions of 
Mill, Wetstein, Bengelius, Bowyer, and Griesbach, 
&c. have landably restored the primitive form of 
printing; and we trust, it will be followed in the 
Vulgate editions in future: at least, such as pro- 
ceed from our learned universities. The manu- 
scripts employed by Stephens, in his standard edi- 
tion of 1550, have given birth to a controversy, 
more violent, extensive, and lasting than the Com- 
plutensian manuscripts. How many they were? 
and of what value? Whether they are mow to be 
ascertained im the Royal Library at Paris, whence 
several of them were borrowed? whether they 
were returned ? or whether they are lost? whether 
they were carefully, or carelessly, collated by S¢e- 
phens himself, his son, or his assistants; are all 
questions that have been agitated, by the admirers 
and impugners of this celebrated edition, and are 
discussed, at great length, pro and cor, in the books 
referred to in the beginning of this article. 


Adhuc sub judice lis est. 


We shall have occasion to recur thereto, in dis- 
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cussing the authenticity of the disputed text of 
the three heavenly witnesses, 1 John v. 7; the 
marginal note on which, by Stephens, contributed 
chiefly to foment the controversy. 


4. EDITIONS OF BEZA. 


This pious and learned Reformer, who was the 
intimate friend of Robert Stephens, published his 
first edition in 1556, of which the text is little 
more than a republication of Stephens’ fourth edi- 
tion in the text, with some trifling variations, and 
critical notes, selected from S¢ephens’ third edition, 
and from two manuscripts of considerable note, 
the Cambridge and the Clermont. It was pub- 
lished by the desire, among many others, of John 
Calvin, his predecessor in the theological chair at 
Geneva; who carefully himself evamzned the work, 
(etiam exrpendisset.) Besides these he ee 
the Syrzac version. 

His second edition was published, A. D. 1559; 
the third, 1582; the fourth and standard edition, 
1589; and the fifth and last, 1598; this text, 
being esteemed the most accurate of any published 
till then, was adopted as the basis of the English 
translation of the New ‘Testament, published by 
authority in 161]. This testimony of the Church 
of England is highly honourable to its merit; 
which it is now the fashion with latitudinarian 
editors, and Unitarian critics to disparage: for we 
are told that “‘ Beza took but little pains, and ex- 
excised but Jittle judgment in the correction of 
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the text, and the selection of the best.readings.’ 
Proleg. p. xxxii. Unit. Vers. Introd. p. x. 

How cautious indeed Beza was of innovating in 
the received text, we learn from an anecdote fur- 
nished by Adichaelis. When he presented his 
celebrated manuscript to the University of Cam- 
bridge, in the year 1581, (found in the monastery 
of St. Ireneus at Lyons, 1562, where tt had long 
lain in the dust, neglected) he was so far from 
over-rating its value, that in his letter to the Uni- 
versity, he expressed a wish that it should rather be 
kept as a curiosity, than published, on account of 
its differing widely from others of the most ancient 
manuscripts, especially in St. Lu/e’s Gospel. ‘ Etsi 
vero nulli, melius quam vos ipsi, qué sit huic 
exemplari fides habenda, estimarint, hac de re 
tamen, vos admonendos duxi, repertam esse a me, 
tantam, in Luce presertim evangelio, inter hunc 
codicem et ceeteros guantumvis veteres discrepan- 
tiam, ut, vitande quorundam offensioni, asservan- 
jum potius, quain publicandum existiimem.”  In- 
troduc. N. T. vol. ii. pp. 235, 236, 685. 


5. EDITIONS OF ELZEVIR. 


The first of these was published, A. D. 1624, and 
with its successors from the same celebrated press, 
forms the basis of the Vulgate editions in general 
circulation. It follows the third or fourth of Ste- 
phens so closely, a3 scarcely to differ from it, ina 
hundred places. It is of little consequence, there- 
fore, to know who was the “ unknown editor,” 
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since its authority immediately rests on that of Ro- 
bert Stephens,—himself a host! 

From this cursory, but not careless, sketch of 
the genealogical history of the standard editions, 
upon whose broad, deep, and connected basis, 
rests the authority of the received text in the Vul- 
gate editions of the Greek Testament, we may be 
enabled to form some estimate of the foregoing 
articles of impeachment, exhibited by Griesbach 
and his followers. _ These articles seem to be fan- 
ciful in a great measure, and unfounded in solid 
argument, and therefore calumnious; and I am 
persuaded, that every candid and dispassionate 
reader, capable of appreciating evidence, will con- 
cur in the same verdict, for the following reasons: 

1. ‘Ihe pious and illustrious patrons, and learned 
editors of the four standard editions, did-nor ‘‘ use 
manuscripts, few, modern, and of little intrinsic 
value.” This negation seems to be abundantly 
proved by their positive and concurrent assurances 
to the contrary: that they did use manuscripts the 
most ancient and correct, all along, even from the 
Complutensian to Beza’s edition, among which, 
were both Vatican and Rhedian manuscripts, long 
since lost ; and the Cambridge and Clermont, still 
extant. And it is doubtful, in the opinion of 
Michaelis, whether the celebrated Vatican manu- 
script itself, or a transcript of it, might not have 
been among the number employed therein. The 
sixteenth century, in the course of which the four 
cardinal editions were all published, might properly 
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be cailed the age of manuscripts ; of which, the 
nineteenth, possesses only the gleanings. Before 
the progress of printing had unlocked and dis- 
closed these treasures to the world in general, 
ancient manuscripts, of the Scriptures especially, 
were in’the highest estimation; they bore an ex- 
tavagant price, and were preserved with the most 
scrupulous care, and religious veneration, as sacred 
relics. They were,. also, much more read, and 
better understood by the learned in general, at 
that time, than by a few plodding critics of the 
present day, who find it difficult even to decypher 
them! And who can doubt for a moment, whe- 
ther that great and powerful statesman, Cardi- 
nal .Ximenes, the prime minister of the most 
potent monarch in Europe, Charles V., as- 
sisted by the Pope and conclave of Cardinals, 
during the length of time that the Comp/utensian 
edition was on the anvil, wanted either inclination 
or ability to command the use of the most valuable 
manuscripts in Europe, if not in the whole world, 
to promote the pious and laudable undertaking? 
But the depreciation of these very same manu- 
scripts, naturally and necessarily followed their 
publication. They soon began to be considered 
as useless lumber, and were either neglected or 
lost, at the several printing-offices ; or if returned 
_ to the libraries to which they belonged, were thrust 
into some obscure corner, and left to moulder or 
decay. ‘The unworthy fate of the whole body of 
Complutensian manuscripts is well vouched; and 
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there are strong grounds to believe that the re- 
maining part of the valuable collection of Stephens 
and Beza’s manuscripts was lost or destroyed ; 
admitting that the Parisian manuscripts lent to 
them, were restored to the royal library. For 
we learn from Sayle, art. Anacreon, Note 1. 
Edit. 1702, Rotterd. that Henry Stephens, the 
son of Robert, toward the close of his days, fell 
into a derangement of mind, during which he de- 
stroyed several of his manuscripts, without appriz- 
mg any one of the havoc, not even his son-in-law, 
Casaubon: and M. Senebdier, the learned librarian 
at Geneva, not long since, related that Beza, in 
his old age, sold his library to G. S. de Zastrisad, 
a Aforavian nobleman, when no longer able to use 
it himself. But that on its way to AZoravia, 
during the German wars, it was pillaged ; by 
which means the famous Clermont manuscript, 
fell into the hands of the Du puys, who presented 
it to the royal library at Paris, where it still re- 
mains; and the curious collection of Bezga’s and 
Calvin's letters, came into the library of the Duke 
of Save-Gotha. See Travis, p. 259, 260. And 
even the Caméridge manuscript itself, as observed 
before, was rescued from the rubbish of a monastic 
library at Lyons / Instead, therefore, of four hun- 
dred manuscripts, which the curiosity and industry 
of modern biblical critics, AZzll, WV etstein, Gries- 
bach, and Matthwi, &c. have raked together from 
the dus/y shelves of public and _ private libraries, 
and from all parts of the world; full as many 
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Mousands, and ina more perfect state of preser- 
vation, we may venture to assert, were accessible 
to those zealous and enterprizing scholars, about 
the era of the invention of printing ; who were no 
less indefatigable in their researches, than their 
ungencrous calumniators of the present day. And 
how idle is it to cavil now, about the number, 
age, or guality, of documents either doubtful, like 
Stephens manuscripts; or long since lost, like 
the Complutensian ! 

2. Equally groundless appears to be the charge 
that those original editors did not consult the an- 
cient versions, and the early Fathers. Among 
them, surely, there were several Oriental scholars, 
capable of consulting those versions; and who can 
prove that they did not? And they expressly ap- 
peal themselves to the usage, and rules of Jerome, 
Augustine, and other eminent biblical interpreters 
of high antiquity. Who can doubt that Hrasmus 
and Beza were well read in the Fathers ? 

3. But they were not versed, forsooth, in the 
modern science of sacred criticism! ‘This is a 
hardy assertion, indeed, respecting those mighty 
masters of literature, sacred and profane, Eras- 
mus*, Robert Stephens, and Theodore Beza; with 


* J insert with pleasure, the following abstract of Nolan's 
masterly vindication of Erasmus, as a sacred critic, from the 
charges of Griesbach. Inquiry, pe 410—419. 

*¢ The [comparative] merit of the Vulgar Edition, which 
Erasmus published, and of the Corrected Text which M. Gries- 
bach has edited, must be decided by the internal evidence: and 
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whom, few, very few indeed, of those who now 
call themselves ‘‘ cri¢ics,” are competent to come 


without extending our attention beyond the three doctrinal 
texts to which M. Griesbach has limited the sum of his im- 
portant improvements ; there is now little reason to doubt 
which of these candidates for praise, is best entitled to our 
approbation, 

“‘ Nor let it be conceived, in disparagement of the great 
undertaking of Erasmus, that he was merely fortuitously right. 
His extraordiuary success in that immortal work, may be 
clearly traced to the wisdum of the plan on which he proceeded. 
And little more is necessary, than to follow him in his defence 
of that plan, in order to produce, in his own words, a com- 
plete refutation of the objections ou which he has been con- 
demned. 

“ With respect to manuscripts, it is indisputable that he 
was acquainted with every variety which is known to us: 
having distributed them into two principal classes; one of 
which, corresponds with the Complutensian edition ; the other, 
with the Vatican manuscript. And he has specified the 
positive grounds on which he received the one, and rejected 
the other. The former was in possession of the Greek Church ; 
the latter, in that of the Latin. Judging from internal evi- 
dence, he has as good reason to conclude, that the Eastern 
Church had noé corrupted their received text; as he had 
grounds to suspect that the Rhodians (from whom the IVesterz 
Church derived their manuscripts) had accummodated them to 
the Latin Vulgate.** One short insinuation which he has 
thrown out, sufficiently proves, that his objections to these 
manuscripts lay more deep; and they do immortal credit to 
his sagacity. In the age in which the Vulgate was formed, 
the Church, he was aware, was infested with Origenists and 
Arians ; an affinity, therefore, between ally manuscript and 
_ that Version, conveyed some suspicion that its text was cor- 
rupted. So little dependence was he inclined to place upon 
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pare. The essentials of criticism, they well knew 
and practised ; the minutie, or mechanical appa- 
ratus of sigle, symbola, &c. employed in modern 


the authority of Origen, who is the pillar and ground of the 
corrected edition. 

“« With regard to Versions, it is true he was unacquainted 
with the ancient Italic, the Syriac, and later Oriental transla- 
tions. But I yet remain to be informed, of what other use 
they could have been made, than to confirm him in the plan 
which he had judiciously chosen. I have yet to hear of a 
single text they could have led him to adopt, which is not 
found in his edition. His whole dependence was on the 
Greek and Latin Vulgate: and if we may believe himself, 
he used some ancient copies of the latter."* Of these he 
made the best use, confronting their testimony; and esti- 
mating the internal evidence of the context with the external 
testimony of the Eastern and Western Churches, he thence 
ascertained the authentic text of Scripture.” 

«‘ In using the testimony of Ancient Fathers, it appears 
never to have entered his conception, that any utility could 
be derived from collating them verbatim with the text of 
Scripture. But of the value of their works in ascertaining 
and vindicating the doctrinal integrity of the text, no man 
was more conscious than Erasmus. With this view, he read 
over the works of the principal Fathers, Oregen, Athanasius, 
Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, Chrysostom, and Theuphylact 37 
bequeathing the task of collating their quotations with the 
text of Scripture, to his more dull and diligent successors. 
In all those passages, in which the integrity of the Sacred 
Text has been defended, the vindication of Erasmus’'s Text 1s 
inseparable from that of the Vulgar Edition.*** 

“ It is not, however, my intention to assert, that I con- 
ceive the text of Erasmus absolutely faultless, &c.” 

N. B. The confined limits of this publication, preclude 
the insertion of the proofs intimated by the numeral references. 
They are well worthy of the inquisitive reader’s attention. 
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eollations, they disdained the drudgery of. And 
indeed, they were so busied, and occupied in 
matters of higher importance, that they had nei 
ther leisure nor inclination to waste time about 
trifles. When we come to examine the disputed 
texts, it will then appear on which side lies the 
preponderance of critical sagacity and skill, and 
sound, discriminating judgment. 

4. But least of all, have Griesbach, and his 
-auxiliaries, reason to complain of prepossessions 
and prejudices on the part of the Original Editors ; 
who are themselves so open, so exposed to re- 
crimination. Listen to one of his boasted Canons 
of Criticism. 

“Among several readings of the same place, 
[or passage of Scripture] that may justly be held 
as suspected, which manifestly favours the dogmas 
af the Orthodox, above the rest.” Proleg. p. Ixii. 
Or, as more fully and plainly expressed by his 
Unitarian commentators,—‘‘ The works of those 
writers who are called Heretics, such as Valen- 
tinian, Afarcion*, and others, are as useful in 
ascertaining the value of a reading, as those of the 


* These were the first corruptors of the sacred Canon, as 
we learn from the high authority of Origen, the father of 
criticism.—* [ know of no others that have cormupted the 
Gospel, (metaxagutavras ro evaryyerson,) except the followers 
of Marcion, and of Valentinus, (not Valentinian,) and perhaps 
those of Lucian.” Contra Cels. tom. i. pe 411—&. Nolan, 
p- 431. But what Heretic could vie with Origen in learning 
and honesty? " 
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Fathers who are entitled Orthodox: for the 
heretics were often more learned and acute, and 
equally honest.” Introduce. p. xviii. 

Such avowed predilection for heretical innova- 
tion, surely disqualified the author from the due 
‘discharge of the critical functions of a zealous and 
upright defender of the faith once committed to 
the Saints ; who is bound to prove all things ; 
and then, rejecting the erroneous, without respect 
of persons, parties, or sects, to hold fast what is 
g£ood. 

Griesbach evidently borrowed the foregoing 
Canon from /Vetstein, New Testament, Vol. IL. 
p. 864, and altered it, for the worse. Wetstein 
expressed it more guardedly, thus : 

(12.) “ Between two various readings, that 
which appears more orthodox, is not immediately 
to be preferred to the other.” 

Here, the predilection is supposed to be in 
favour of orthodoxy; as it ought to be, in every 
well-regulated mind. Indeed, we have reason to 
apprehend, that the precious balms of the English 
Unitarians, or their grateful incense to his first 
edition, brake the head, or disordered the judg- 
ment, of this “‘ liberal 7rinitarian ;” while the 
munificent patronage of their noble leader, the 
Duke of Grafton, warped his integrity; and 
both, probably, rendered him a decided Unitarian 
in the second ; in which we seek in vain for his 
former profession of Faith in the Divinity of 
Christ, recorded in the first edition, and noticed 
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in’ my last letter. Griesbach relates, with much 
gratitude, in the Preface to his second, the en- 
couragement he received from that nobleman, to 
undertake it, by the liberal offer of detraying the 
expence; and the paper for that part of the edi- 
tion intended for the London market, we were 
told at the time, by Mr. Elmstey, the London 
publisher, was actually furnished by his Grace: 
whose panegyrists, the Unitarian i: ditors, celebrate 
“his liberal patronage of the work,” and insinu- 
ate their own obligations likewise to his mi/icence, 
in promoting, we may presume, their Jmproved 
Version, p. xxvi.; of which, no less than ¢hree 
editions were published in the same year, 1808. 

Griesbach’s first edition was published, 1775— 
1777, his second, 1796—1806. During the long 
interval of thirty or forty years employed in the 
business of collating, and publishing, he com- 
plains, at the melancholy close of his second 
preface, that his professional engagements com-~ 
bined with the drudgery and duration of his fre- 
quently-interrupted labours, naturally contributed 
“to impair the vigour of his mind, to blunt the 
edge of his understanding, and to cloud his judg- 
ment.”—Ingenue tamen fateor, si vel maxime 
totas hebdomadas continuo, vacare huic oper 
licuisset, tamen me parem non fuisse sustinendo 
per tantum temporis spatium operi, quod ntmis 
diu continuatum, animi vires infringit, mentis 
aciem hebetat, judiciumgue obfuscat. 

5. Hence, we may presume, he, unwittingly, 
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pronounced the highest encomium on the Vulgate 
Greek text, where he meant a censure: namely, 
that it does not differ in a hundred places from the 
standard text of Hrasmus ! Such a trifling 
difference is really astonishing: that a succession 
of Original Editors, from first to last, all differ- 
ing from each other in religious principles, and 


prejudices of education, and some of them en- 
gaged in violent controversies with each other, 
Stunica, Erasmus, Besa, &c. should all so nearly 
harmonize with each other in the construction of 
their respective texts, affords the strongest evi- 
dence of the /i¢eral correctness, in general, and 
the doctrinal integrity throughout, of the received 
text. And how are we to account for this 
strange and surprizing harmony of jarring ele- 


ments? Only, from their profound veneration 
for the Holy Scriptures; an hovest and good heart 
controuling their principles and their prejudices ; 
and the fear of that censure, which speedily, and 
inevitably awaited them, from their quick-sighted 
rivals and opponents, should they be found “ ¢o 
handle the word of God either unskilfully, or 
deceitfully.” Ne sit causa calumniandi. 
These were the combined and powerful motives 
of Religion and Policy, which we may be assured 
influenced them, and, under God’s Providence, 
brought the blessed work to its comparative state 
of perfection. And the profession of Robert 
Stephens, in the preface to his first edition, we 
may rest assured, was the profession of all. 
VOL. 1. RD 
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In printing this work, we scrupulously 
employed the same diligence, as usual in other 
works, and even greater, as was fitting. For, 
having procured some manuscript copies, a/nost 
worthy to be adored for their appearance of 
antiquity (of which the Royal Library casey 
supplied us with abundance) we so edited this 
our work, that we did not suffer a single letter to 
be otherwise than the majority of the best manu- 
scripts approved by their testimony. Beside other 
helps, we were assisted also by the Compludensian 
edition.” 

From this last passage, it is evident that 
Stephens,. and his brethren, sought agreements 
of the oldest and best manuscripts and editions : 
a more useful mode of collation truly, than the 
modern of hunting for differences; and it 1s 
strongly recommended by the critical Michaelis, 
and. by common sense. 

il. We next proceed to the second head; 
Griesbach’s more heinous charge of the early and 
continued corruption of the Sacrrep Canow 
itself. 

This charge pervades the whole of his writings, 
as being the assumed ground of the necessity. of 
correcting the received text. I shall select a 
few passages from his Prolegomena and Symbole 
Critice in which it is openly avowed. 

“ No recension, (revisal, or edition of the 
sacred text) in avy manuscript now extant, Is 
found incorrupi, such as it originally was, [in the 
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Autographs of the inspired writers.] But, duririg 
the time that intervened between the origins of 
the recensions, and the births of the manuscripts 
now subsisting, each (singule) of the copies of all 
the recensions were corrupted in many ways: 
namely, through the mistakes or carelessness of 
ignorant or hasty transcribers: by glosses, new 
anterpretations, or additions, which crept from 
the margin, or from any other quarter, into the 
text; or by omissions: or else, by introducing 
the readings of the recensions of one family, into 
those of another. Insomuch that the manuscripts 
of a recension made in the fifth or sixth century, 
(the Alevandrine for instance) could not but 
differ in many places from the primitive dlexr- 
andrine text, as it stood at the commencement of 
the third Century.” Proleg. p. Ixxviii. 

“ We readily acknowledge, that 20 recension is, 
or ever was, free from blemishes; for neither the 
Alevandrine, nor the Western, were taken from 
the autograph, but were transcribed from copies 
interpolated throughout.” Symb. Crit. Vol. i. 
PAGCKR 

‘“‘ But that I have neither wilfully concealed 
nor dissembled the faults of any manuscript, suffi- 
ciently appears from this, that I have candidly 
pointed out zxmumerable and most grievous 
errors, committed in these very manuscripts, 
which, in other respects, I highly prize: such as 
B, C, D, L, 1, 3, 13, 124, 157,” &c. Proleg. p. 1, 
note, 

DB 
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But Griesbach completely failed to substan- 
tiate this charge of corruption, introduced be- 


fore the commencement of the ¢hird Century, 
into the xonn exdons, or “ Vulgate edition” of 
the N. T. which was referred to by Clemens 
Alevandrinus, and Origen, in the East; and by 
Tertullian and Cyprian in the West. Proleg. p. 
Ixxiv. as appears from the following humiliating | 
confessions on his part : 

‘‘ But I candidly acknowledge, that I still want 
some helps; which are indispensably requisite for 
the Critic who means to shew not only the difer- 
ences, and nature, but what is more difficult, the 
history also, the origins, and the changes, of all 
the ancient recensions, so plainly, as not unrea- 
sonably to hope that he is able to prove his asser- 
tions to skilful judges.” Symbol. Crit. Pref. 
p. xiv. And further, as shrewdly observed by 
Nolan, The declining confidence of our author, 
at length falls to the ground, in his last declara- 
tion : ) 

“The origin of the various recensions of the 
text of the New Testament, for want of sufficiently 
ancient documents and testimonies, cannot be 
yclated historically ; nor is it my business here to 
patch up the defect, ‘by conjectures.” Proleg. p. 
Ixxiv. Inquiry, &c. p. 487—429. ) 

9, The charge, is not only unfounded, but 
false ; as will appear from the true history of the 
vise and progress of the sacrep Canon; for 
compiling which history, abundant helps, blessed 
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be God, are still extant, in the wide emmanige of 
ecclesiastical records. 

he sacred Canon was gradually formed during 
the life time of the Apostles, from the 4 utographs 
or original writings of the inspired penmen; and 
was finally closed by the venerable John the 
Evangelist, the last survivor of the Apostles, 
about the end of the first century; for he died 
about A.D. 102. See Lardner. At that time, 
the authenticity and integrity of the sacred canon 
and text are unquestionable. It could neither be 
corrupted by the Orthodov, if they were so im- 
pious, nor by the Heterodox, if they were so 
foolish, as to attempt it: The dutographs being 
all along in the careful custody of the several 
Churches to which they belonged, who preserved 
them with the utmost circumspection, and religious 
veneration. ‘The first copyists, we may be assured, 
transcribed the precious Originals, with the most 
scrupulous exactness: The slightest deviation 
could have been easily detected, on the spot, by 
their employers, and by the Guardians of the 
sacred deposits, from immediate collation; and 
this would not easily have been neglected, citi 
by the one, or by the other. 

How long the Autographs, or Originals, sub- 
sisted, or lasted, is not recorded. ‘They certainly 
existed at the commencement of the third century, 
for fertudlian, the learned African Father, about 
A. D. 200, boldly appealed to their authority in 
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his controversy with Praveas the Sabellian, Mare 
cion the Heretic, &c. 

He thus combats the corrupted New Testament 
of Marcion; “ 1 say, that my copy is true, he 
says the same of his own. I affirm his copy to 
be adulterated, he affirms the same of mine. 
What shall decide between us, but the conseder- 
ation of Time, ascribing authority to the more 
ancient, and presupposing vitiation, in the more 
modern,” [where they contradict each other]. 
And after appealing to the evidence in his favour 
of the Greek copies then in general circulation, 
he suddenly breaks out into the following sublime 
and triumphant apostrophe, addressed to the 
Jaudably inquisitive Christian reader, concerned 
about the work of his salvation :—‘‘ ‘Traverse the 
Apostolical Churches,—in which their own origi- 
nal epistles are recited from the chairs in which 
they presided, echoing the voice, and representing 
the face, of each in particular. Is Achaia next 
to you? Goto Corinth. If you are not far from 
Macedonia, go to Philippi, go to the Thessalo- 
nians. If it be in your power to repair to Asia, 
go to Ephesus. If you are adjacent to Léaly, go 
to Rome, where our authority is ready for in- 
spection.” . 

It has been objected by Parson, (Letters to 
Travis, p. 276,) and by Lardner, that the phrase 
ipse authentice litere eorum meant either “ au- 
thentic transcripts of the Letters of the Apostles, 
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or else, °* correct translations,’ but neither. of 
these. interpretations correspond to the phrase- 
ology, nor to the argument of this ather: 1. In 
Tertullian’s age and country, authentice. litere 
was considered as synonymous with ipsa epistola, 
eadem epistola. ‘Vhus, Cyprian bis pupil, wishing 
to know whether a letter he received from the 
Roman Deacons, was genuine, or not, writes 
back thus: Handem ad vos epistolam authenticam 
remisi, ut recognoscatis an asa sit quam Clemente 
hypodiacono perferendam dedistis: perquam etenim 
grave est, si ¢pistole Clerice veritas mendacio 
aliquo, et fraude’ corrupta est. Hoc igitur ut 
scire possimus, et scriptura et subscriptio an 
westra sit, recognoscite ; et nobis quid sit 7 vero, 
rescribite. S. Cyprian Epist. ix. p. 19. Ed. 
Oxon. quoted by Nolan, p. 115,. 2. The other 
interpretations would have been totally irrelevant _ 
to Tertullian’s argument; which was, to decide 
the question of authenticity between the recezved 
Greek text, at that time, and the 4 ‘postolicum of 
Marcion, by an appeal to the autographs, or 
original epistles, of St. Paul, still preserved in 
the Churches founded by him, in Asia, Greece and 
Italy. And that this was, indeed, Yertullian’s 
meaning, appears from a parallel passage against 
Marcion, Lib. iv. furnished by Travis, p. 94. 

‘In fine, if the truer be the older; uf the 
older, that which was from the beginning ; that 
which was from the beginning, from the Apostles ; 
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it will evidently appear, that only was delivered 
by the Apostles, which has been preserved as 
sacrosanct, in the Churches of the Apostles. 
Let us inspect then, what milk the Corinthians 
derived from Paul; by what rule the Galatians 
were recorrected; what the Phe/ippians, Thessa- 
lonians, Ephesians read; what also the Romans 
rehearse, very near us, to whom Peter and Paul 
left THE GOSPEL, sealed with their blood.” 

And can we deubt whether the autographs of 
the Apostles were in being, at the beginning of 
the fourt/ century, when, according to Griesbach’s 
own concession, the Alerandrian and Western re- 
censions were mader—Surely, there is no reason 
to suppose, that these precious “ parchments,” 
2 ‘lim. iv. 13. were lost or decayed in the short 
space of a century trom Teritullian’s time; from 
considering the many centuries which some of the 
oldest have lasted. ‘The age of the venerable 
Alexandrine manuscript has been traced by the 
learned and sagacious /Voide, who published a 
fac simile thereof, to a period not later than A. D. 
367. See his Prat. in Cod. Alex. p. ix. § 44, 45, 
or Nolan, p. 12!—123. Nolan thinks, that its 
text was formed under the inspecticn of St. An- 
thanastus himself, p. 224; and if so, can we 
question whether it might not have been framed, 
in part at least, either from some of the apostolic 
autographs, or trom the first copies taken from 
thence? Having thus proved by a connected 
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chain of external evidence, that the sacred canon 
subsisted pure and uncorrupted from the Apostolic 
age till the close of the fourth century; it is 
unnecessary to add a further exposure of the 
futility and falsehood of Griesbach’s charge. 
However, to give him ‘ full measure, heaped up, 
and pressed down, and running over,” we can 
shew, that it could not Lave been materially cor- 
rupted from that time forward, to the era of 
printing. And this will appear from the masterly 
recapitulation of the whole evidence, by Nolan, 
p. 297. 

“From the constant intercourse which sub- 
sisted between the different branches of the 
Catholic Church*, the wide and rapid circula- 
tion of the Scriptural canon must be inferred by 
necessary consequences. [rom its wniversal dis- 
persion,. must be inferred its [eazformity, and] 
freedom trom material corruption. Verbal errors, 
indeed, might have arisen in the text, and have 
been multiplied by the negligence of successive 
transcribers: and the destruction of the sacred 
books in particular regions, [especially during the 


* The intercourse between the Syriac,.Greek and Roman 
Churches, was of the closest kind under the immediate 
successors of the Apostles. St. Clement, the companion of 
St, Pau/, fand Bishop of Rome, after Linus] communicated 
with the Corinthian Church, St. Polycarp the disciple of St, 
John, and Bishop of Smyrna, visited Rome. And St. Ignatius, 
Bishop of Antioch, communicated with the Churches of 
Ephesus and Rome, and visited beth in person. 
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Diocletian persecution, which extended to the - 
remotest parts of the Jtoman empire, Britain, &c.] 
might have afforded opportunity to particular re- 
visers, to publish editions of the text with fancied 
emprovements ; [especially during the predomi- 
nance of the Arian faction in the East for forty 
years, from the death of Constantine the Great, 
tll the reign of Theodosius. | But from the differ- 
ent interests, which divided the Church, ¢hese 
alterations must have been confined to unimport- 
ant points, or have continued but for an inconsi- 
derable period.” 

“The state and history of the Text furnishes 
numerous confirmations of these several positions, 
The testimony and quotations of the primitive 
Fathers, who lived at the time of the pascal 
controversy [between the eastern and western 
Churches] prove that the Scriptures which were 
then generally used by the Church, were still the 
same which were published by their inspired 
authors; and as far as the testimony of these early 
witnesses extends, that they are the same which 
are now in use in our Churches. ‘The testimony 
of these primitive Fathers, 1s connected with that 
of St. Athanasius and St. Jerom, by a very few 
links, which prove that the tradition which was 
preserved in the times of the former, could not 
have been interrupted in the times of the latter. 
Their evidence is, however, as closely, as it is 
} plainly set forth in the Alerandrine manuscript, 
and the Latin Vulgate ; which, as delivering the 
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same testimony at different times, and under 
different circumstances, furnish by their cocnczdence 
an unanswerable proof of the integrity of the 
canonical Scriptures.” 

If to the general testimony of manuscripts, and 
of the Fathers ; we add the testimony of the pri- 
mitive Italic Version, anterior to the Vulgate of 
Jerom, and of the most venerable antiquity, (in 
the judement of Griesbach himself,) which pro- 
bably was composed in the Apostolic age, as a 
voucher for the received Greek text, in the 
Western Church, from which it was immediately 
translated ; and also, the testimony of the primi- 
tive Syriac Version, the next in antiquity, as a 
voucher for the Greek text, followed by a con- 
siderable branch of the Eastern Church; and if 
we combine with these the Greek text, actually 
subsisting at the present day, without interruption, 
in the Constantinopolitan, and her daughter, the 
Russian Church; we shall not want accumulated 
evidence of a xown exdous, a Vulgate or common 
edition of the Greek ‘Text, all along subsisting 
throughout the Catholic Church; upon which, as 
a basis, were formed the several recensions or 
revisals, afterwards made; and from the remark- 
able conformity that reigns between the Vulgate 
copies, in general circulation, we have abundant 
grounds to believe that no material depravation, 
did or could prevail in the original text from the 
days of the Apostles, tu the present day. 

Ill. We come now, in the third place, to exe 
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amine these several recensions, revisals, or editions 
of the original, or primitive Greek text. And 
these are reduced by Griesbach to three classes, 
denominated from the regions in which they gene- 
rally prevailed. 

» The Alevandrine, used principally at Alexan- 
dria, and in Hgypt, which agrees with the cita- 
tions of Clemens Alexandrinus and Origen espe- 
cially, in the second and third century. 

The Western, which prevailed in Italy, Africa, 
Gaul and other parts of the West, and was re- 
ferred to by Tertullian, Cyprian, Augustine, &c. 
m their citations. 

The Byzantine, or Constantinopolitan, which 
prevailed throughout the patriarchate of Constan- 
tinople, in Greece, Asia Minor, and the neigh- 
bouring provinces, and is the mos¢ conformable to 
our Vulgate Greek text, and also by far the mosé¢ 
numerous in the existing manuscripts correspond- 
ing thereto. Proleg. p. Ixxii—lxxv. Gviesbach 
reckons above a hundred manuscripts of this class, 
which minutely harmonize with each other. 

The grand object, therefore, of Griesbach’s 
scheme, is to counteract the weight of numbers in 
the scale of this Jast class, by raising the import- _ 
ance of a few of the other classes, especially the 
Alexandrine, his favourite. This is clearly inti- 
sated in the following passage : 

“ We do not enquire principally, how many 
manuscripts, at present existing, agree in a par- 
ticular reading ; but we study chiefly, to investi-. 
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gate how many ancient recensions, originally, had 
that reading ; for whatever may be the number of 
witnesses agreeing with each other, which belong 
to the same recension, they ought to be counted 
as one. In fact therefore, it may happen that 
two or three manuscripts possess as much worth, 
as a hundred others.” And in order to depreciate 
the great majority, he contends, “ that they were 
multiplied by the incessant labours of the Greek 
Monks of the Constantinopolitan patriarchate, 
and also in Heypt, from the fifth and sixth, down 
to the fifteenth Century.” Proleg. p. Ixxix. 

By a most ingenious and elaborate process, 
Nolan developes the delusiveness of Griesbach’s 
complicated scheme of thus superseding the 
testimony of the many, by the testimony of a 
few favourites : 

1. By correcting the foregoing classification. 

2. By denying the distinctness of the Alexran- 
drine and HVestern Classes, as separate and inde- 
pendent witnesses opposed to the third. 

3. By proving that the Byzantine or Constan- 
tinopolitan recension, found in the great body of 
Manuscripts, is'\the best, or nearest to the xown 
exdons, the primitive Vulgate edition; and _ his 
favourites, the Alerandrine and Western, found 
only in a few manuscripts, the farthest: removed 
from the primitive Vulgate, and the most corrupt, 
both by omissions and interpolations. 

To trace his whole chain of ‘“ laboured proof” 
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and connected argument, through all its various 
links, occupying near 600 closely printed pages, 
and exhaustive of the subject, would far exceed 
the scanty limits of this Letter, and the object in 
view; which is, merely to furnish a popular sketch 
of a very abstruse investigation, thereby to excite 
the curiosity, and draw the attention of Scholars, 
to the work itself; for to such only is it addressed, 
in the mass of untranslated Greek and Latin 
Quotation, with which it abounds, Qwvavra cuverooiy, 
“ Sneaking to the intelligent.” Pindar. 

The following counter-statement of the three 
recensions, or revisals of the xown exdSoss, OF 
“ Vulgate edition” is given by that great critic, 
Jerom. 

“ Alevandria and Egypt, in their Septuagint 
Version [of the Old Testament, and also in their 
exemplar of the Gospel] follow the text of Hesy- 
chius : Constantinople, as far as Antioch, {in 
Syria] prefer the exemplars of Lucian the Martyr. 
The intermediate provinces [of Palestine} read 
the copies which were composed by Origen, and 
published by Eusebius [of Cesarea] and Pamphi- 
lus. Thus, the whole world contend together 
(compugnat) in this triple variety.” Hieron. 
advers. Ruffin. Lib. ii. cap. xin. Tom. 11. p. 
249; or, see the original passage, Nolan’s Inquiry, 
p. 11, 72. That Jerom reckoned fesychius the 
editor not only of the Septwagint version of the 
Old Testament, but also of an interpolated re- 
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cénsion of the New; see Nolan, p. 100, i 
And that his recension prevailed in the Raman 
Church, is shewn, p. 148, &c. And that Origen 
composed his Hevapla and Commentaries, not at 
Alexandria, from whence he was banished, but 
at Caesarea in Palestine, where he resided for 
many years, p. S—12. Upon the higher autho- 
rity of Jerom, therefore, we are warranted to 
correct Griesbach’s classification, by substituting 
Palestine for Alexandrine ; and Alexandrine, ov 
Egyptian, for Western; and to represent the 
three recensions, as the Palestine, by Eusebius ; 
the Leyptian, by Hesychius ; and the Byzantine, 
by Lucianus, p. 105. 

From knowing their authors, we know the times, 
nearly, in which each recension was made, and 
their respective characters. 

Lucianus was a presbyter of Antioch, who 
flourished about A. D. 290, he is celebrated for 
his piety and learning, by Eusebius, Chrysostom, 
Jerom, Ruffinus and Sozomen, and suffered 
martyrdom in the Diocletian persecution, about 
A. D. 312, according to Lardner, vol. iii. p. 323. 
And his memory was highly honoured by Con- 
stantine the Great. Jerom inform us, that “‘ he 
laboured so much in the study of the Scriptures, 
that even in his time, some exemplars of the 
Scriptures were called (Lucianea) Lucian’s edi- 
tion.” And also that “ this edition corresponded 
to the xo, ‘the common, or Vulgate” edition, 
which differs from that of Origen, and Eusebius 
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of Cesarea.”’ §. Wier. Catal. Scrip. Eccl. Tom. 
i. p. 128; Epistol. cxxxv. Tom. m. P: 377. Or 
see Inquiry, pp. 125, 88. 

Hesychius was a bishop in Egypt, who suffer- 
ed martyrdom about the same time, A. D. 311, or 
$12, according to Lardner, vol. ui. p. $28. He 
was an admirer of Origen. Inquiry, &c. pp. 
442-—445, — 

Eusebius Bishop of Caesarea, published an 
exact edition of Origen’s Hevxapla, with the 
assistance of his learned and excellent friend 
Pamphilus, presbyter at Cesarea ; and there- 
fore, before the imprisonment of the latter, about 
A. D. 307, and his martyrdom, 309, Lardner, 
iil. p. 336; Iv. p. £03. 

This seems to be the edition referred to by 
Jerom above, as the Palestine ; rather than the 
“ fifty copies of the sacred Scriptures,” which the 
Emperor Constantine the Great wrote to Eusebius 
to get transcribed at Cesarea, with all dispatch, 
and sent to him for the use of the new Churches 
he had built at Constantinople, for the accommoda- 
tion of the multitude of Christian Converts, who 
were then flocking into the Church. ‘‘ Which 
orders,” adds Eusebius, ‘‘ were immediately 
obeyed by us.” Constantinople, formerly Byzan- 
tium, was enlarged and consecrated in the year 
A. D. 330; and this transaction took place about 
the year 332. See the Emperor's letter at length, 
and its performance, Lusebius, De Vita Constan- 
tint, Lib. iv. Cap. xxxvi, xxxvil. in his works, 
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vol. 1. pp. 643, 544; and Lardier, vol. iv. p. 
185. 

From a partial extract of this letter of Constan- 
tine, the learned author of the Inquiry, pp. 23, 
26, rather hastily, it seems, considered it “ as 
conveying authority to Eusebius to prepare an 
edition of the Original Greek ;” and ‘“ vesting him 
with a discretionary power to select chiefly those 
sacred Scriptures, which he knew to be useful and: 
necessary to the doctrine of the Church.” These 
“sacred Scriptures” seem rather to signify the 
New Testament, in preference to the Old; and 
surely, this traly Christian prince, would be the 
last person to recommend any mutilation of the 
Scriptures; and his favourite Eusebius, (who 
seems to be unjustly accused of Arianism *, by the 
Romish writers,) the last to have complied with 
such an order, if it had been given! This vindica- 
tion is due to both. And from the honour in 
which Constantine held the memory of Lucianus, 
we may be assured, that he also was incapable of 
mutilating any part of the Sacred Canon, in his 
edition, as it originally came from him. 

The comparative values of these three recen- 
sions, the Palestine, Egyptian, and Byzantine, 
as they are now more correctly classed, are admi- 
rably ascertained by Nolan's important discovery 


* See Bishop Bull's able vindication of the character of 
Eusebius, from this charge, Defens. Fid. Nicen. pp. 282, 
256, 275, 295, and his own confession of faith before the 
Nicene Council. Judic. Eccles. Cath. p» 49. 
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of three recensions of the primitive Italic version, 
corresponding thereto ; namely, the Latin Vulgate 
version of Jerome ; the Latin version of the younger 
Eusebius, Bishop of Vercelli in Italy, contained 
in the Codex Vercellensis, and Veronensis ; and 
the much earlier text of the Codex Brivianus, or 
Brescian manuseript, preserved at Brescia in 
Ttaly likewise; all published by Blanchini, im 
his Evangeliarium Quadruplex, contaming speci- 
mens of the principal varieties of the old Léadic 
translation. Inquiry, pp. 59, 61, 153, 175, 
179. 
The Latin Vulgate was reformed by Jerome, 
at the desire of Pope Damasus, who employed 
him to revise the Latin translation then used in the 
Roman Chureh on account of its deviation from 
the Original Greek. Inquiry, p. 15. This task he 
executed in the year 393, at Bethlehem in Pales- 
tine, where he settled about the year 386, and 
abode for the remainder of his life. 

The authorized Latin text, which he reformed, 
was that of the younger Eusebius, of Vercelli; 


which Eusebius had undertaken to form by desire 


of Pope Julius ; when, , after his exile in the 
Thebais, he settled in Jtaly, about the year 362. 
And so completely had this Husedian text super- 
seded that of the primitive Zéalic version; that we 
retain but one pure exemplar of that venerable 
version, made in the Apostolic age, namely, the 
precious Brescian manuscript, preserved there, 
by Philaster Bishop of Brescia, about the year 
+ 
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380. In correcting the Latin translation by the 
Greek, we may be assured that Jerome made use 
of the recension then current in Palestine ; namely 
the Husebian ; from which he adopted the Huse- 
bian Sections and Canons, and introduced them 
into his Latin Vulgate text; and also, that the 
younger Husebius, made use of the Hesychian 
recension, then current in Egypt, and we know 
that his Patron Judius maintained a constant inter- 
course with the Alexandrine Church. Inq. pp. 
75, 76, 85, 148. 

These three varieties of the primitive Z¢alic 
version are found critically to correspond to three 
ancient Greek manuscripts, throughout. Jerome’s 
Vulgate, to the celebrated Vatican manuscript ; 
the Vercelli and Verona text, to the celebrated 
Cambridge manuscript of Beza ; and the Brescian 
text, to the Harleian manuscript; and to two 
prime Moscow manuscripts, in AZatthei’s New 
Testament. See Nolan’s collations of the three 
classes, respectively, taken from the Sermon on 
the Mount, Matt. v. 1—12. Inquiry, pp. 67— 
69, 62. We are therefore warranted by these 
affinities, to conclude from the foregoing classifi- 
cation, that the Vatican manuscript is an exem- 
plar of the Eusebian recension ; the Cambridee, 
of the Hesychian ; and the Harleian, and two 
Moscow, of the Lucian *, 


* Greek Manuscripts or Tut N. T. 
The Unitarian editors, in their Introduction, N. T. p- 
Xiil. xiv. have given an imperfect account of some manu- 
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From. the venerable antiquity, and closeness of | 
the Brescian text to its corresponding Greek 


scripts of the highest antiquity and repute. I shall endea- 
vour fo improve it, from Wetstein’s and Griesbach's notation, 
and classification, and from the fuller account of the Greek 
manuscripts in general, furnished by Wetstein, Michaelis, 
and Marsh. The following are in the wncial character, or 
in capital letters ; 

A. The Alexandrine, containing the Old and New Testa- 
ment. A fac simile of the latter part was published by 
Woide, A.D. 1786, It was prebably written in Egypé, 
about the middle of the fourth century; before the year 
367, when the Council of Laodicea formaily separated the 
Epistles of St. Clement, which are found therein, from the 
Canonical Scriptures. It is mutilated, and interpolated in 
some places. It follows the Byzantine edition in the Gospels ; 
the Palestine, in St. Paul’s Epistles; and the Egyptian, or 
Western, in the Acts and Catholic Epistles. 

B. The Vatican, containing the Old and New Testament. 
It is probably of equal antiquity with the Alexandrine MS. 
and more correct. Cardinal Caraffa published an edition of 
the Septuagint version of the Old Testament, in 1587 ; and 
reckoned that the Manuscript was then a thousand years 
old, or written about A.D. 387. The various readings of 
the four Gospels were collated carefully by professor Birch, 
of Copenhagen, and by Ford, at the end of his Fragm, Vers. 
Sahid. Oxon. 1799. It is mutilated and interpolated in 
some places. It follows the Western edition in the first part 
of Matthew’s Gospel ; and in the remainder, and three other 
Kvangelists, the Palestine edition. | 

C. The Ephrem, rescriptus, containing several fragments 
of the Old and New Testament, over which are written the 
works of Ephrem Syrus, who flourished in the fourth century. 
{t has been carefully collated by Wetstein, who conjectures 
that it was written before the feast of the purification of the 
Virgin Mary, instituted A. D. 542, and that it is of equal 


C 53° ) 
éxemplar of the Lucian edition, the foregoing 
testimony of Jerome is confirmed, that Lucian re- 


antiquity with the two preceding, A. and B. from the simi- 
larity of character, It agrees with both, in wanting the 
clause of the woman taken in adultery, John vill, 1—11, 
and in the same order of St. Paul’s Epistles. 

D. The Cambridge, Stephens’s 8, or Beza’s. A Greck and 
Latin Manuscript of the four Gospels and Acts. It is pro- 
bably of the remotest antiquity, and remarkably corres- 
ponds, not only with the Vercelli Manuscript, and the 
Western Greek recension, but in many of its pecnliar read- 
ings, with the Oriental versions, the Vulgate Syriac, the 
margin of the Philoxenian version, the Jerusalem Syriac 
version, the Coptic and Sahidic ; and with the quotations of 
Origen. Hence, Dr. Harwood, in his edition of the Greek 
Testament, Lond. 1776, has regulated his text in the Gospels 
and Acts, chiefly according to the readings of this Manu- 
script. Its text, however, is mixed, and in several places 
corrupt. A fac simile of it was published by Kipling, 
A. D. 1793. 

D 2. The Clermont, or Beza’s. A Greek and Latin 
Manuscript of St. Paul’s Epistles ; which Griesbach reckons 
a continuation of the preceding, and therefore marks by the 
same letter, in his second volume. But Marsh has adduced 
some strong arguments to prove that they are different, in 
addition to Wetstein’s. The Epistle to the Hebrews. is 
written in a later hand, at the end; and therefore was evi- 
dently excluded from the Canon, by the original writer of 
the manuscript. | 

These rank in the first class for antiquity. 

E. The Basil of Wetstein and Griesbach, was written about 
the ninth Century, and contains the four Gospels with 
mutilations. 

E 2. The St. Germain of Wetstein in his second volume, 
Greek and Latin ; supposed to be for the most part copied 
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published the primitive Greek Vulgate. And 
consequently that the manuscripts conformable — 


from the Clermont, and following with it, and the Cambridge, 
the Western recension. 

F. The Augean, of Wetstein’s second volume. & Greek 
and Latin MS. of St. Paul’s Epistles. It follows the Western 
recension. 

G. The Wolfian, of Wetstein’s first volume, and Harlewn | 
5684 of Griesbach’s first volume; containing the feur 
Gospels, mutilated; written in the eleventh or twelfth 
century. j 

G 2. The Boernerian, of Wetstein’s, and Griesbach’s 
second volume, containing all St. Paul’s Epistles, except 
to the Hebrews, with an interlineary Latin version. It was 
published by Mattha?, in 1791, and frequently agrees with 
the Clermont and Augean manuscripts ; which shews that it 
belongs to the Western vecension. 

K. The Cyprian of Griesbach, containing the four Gospels, 
and referred by Montfaucon to the eighth century; by Simon 
to the tenth. It agrees in some peculiar readings with the 
Cambridge and several Moscow manuscripts. 

L. Séephen’s, n, or eighth. It was written about the eighth 
or ninth century, is mutilated and interpolated, and mixed 
in its readings. 

Mt. V, H, and B. Three of Matthai’s Moscow manuscripts 
of the Gospels; of which he gives a high character for 
antiquity, correctness, and agreement. He supposes. they 
were written about the eighth century, and he principally 
followed the first two in forming his edition, which may be 
reckoned a Codex criticus, or faithful exemplar of the Byzan- 
Hine recension. In this respect, it is of very great value ¢ 
though not as a standard edition of the Text of the New 
‘Testament in general ; because he undervalued toe much 
the Egyptian or Western edition, which he called seurrilis 
recensio, * a’scurvy edition,” running into the opposite eX~ 


treme-from Griesbach. “ That man,” says he, “ would 
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thereto are the most valuable of all, as approach- 


ing nearest to the text of the primitive Apostolic 
Canon. Fortunately, they are also the most 


surely be zrsane, who could wish to compare with cither of 
these manuscripts, H or V, the Alexandrine, Clermont, St. 
Germain, Boernerian, or Cambridge manuscripts ; which are, 
undoubtedly, most corruptly interpolated, from the Scholia, 
and Latin Vulgate Version,” N. T. Vol. VU. Notitia 
Codicum, p. 254, 205. 

The following are written in small letters. 

1. The Basil, or Reuchlin, containing the whole of the 
New Testament except the ‘Revelation, It was used by 
Erasmus, in his third edition ; and is supposed to have been 
written-in the tenth century. It contains some excellent 
and remarkable readings in accordance with the Philoxenian 
Syriac Version, and, therefore, is probably related to the 
Egyptian edition. 

3. The Corsendoncensis, containing the whole of the New 
Testament, except the Revelation. It was used by Erasmus 
in his second edition, and reckoned by him elegantly 
written, but incorrect. 

13. Kuster, Paris, 6, containing the four Gospels. It 
supplied more various readings, according to Wetstein, than 
all the other Parisian manuscripts, and is nearly allied to 
No. 1. ) 

17. Regius, rescriptus, of the 15th century, containing 
the Epistles, in Greek and Latin. It belongs to the same 
class as the Alexandrine MS. in the Epistles ; and has several 
kindred manuscripts, 6, 10, 23, 31, 37, 39, 46, 473 of which 
31, is very like it. Symbol, Crit. tom. i. p. x; tom. iis p. 
134, 150; Inquiry, &c. pp. 314, 513. 

69. The Leicester, containing the whole New Testament. 
It conforms to D. 

124. Vindob. Lamb. 31, collated by Alter and Birch. 

157. Urbino Vat. 2.. 
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numerous, and maintain a surprising conformity 
with each other. They are now, therefore, raised 
from that lowest class, to which the prejudice, and 
unskilfulness of Griesbach, had, for a short time, 
degraded them, to the first and highest; thanks 
to the skill and ingenuity of Nolan /—that faithful 
‘* Presbyter of the United Church,” of England 
and Ireland. 

How closely, also, our srilledte Greek text, and 
authorised Hnglish translation correspond to the 
Harleian and Moscow Greek manuscripts, and to 
the Brescian Latin, is shewn in another specimen, 
taken from the first chapter of the Sermon on the 
Mount. Inquiry, pp. 62—65. Nothing, there- 
fore, seems now to be wanting to complete the 
vindication of the authority of the Greek Vulgate, 
as a correct exemplar of the oldest and purest 
recension of the xown exdocis, OF primitive edition of 
the Sacred Canon. 

Griesbach’s distribution of manuscripts accord- 
ing 1o his three recensions or editions, is fanciful 
and conjectural in the extreme; arid his scheme 
for reforming the received text thereby, para- 
doxical. | | | 
- His favourite manuscript, the Alexandrine, 
marked A, exhibits the three recensions, in dif- 
ferent parts of its extent. “ In the Gospels, it 
follows the Constantinopolitan; in St. Paul's 
Epistles, the Aleaandrine ; and lastly in the Acts. 
and Catholic Epistles, the text of the Western 
recension,” by his own confession. Symbol. Crit. 
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tom. i. p. ix. note, or Zrguiry, &c. p. 225, note. 
“ The Vatican, B, in the former part. of 
Matthew's Gospel, follows the Western ; in the 
latter chapters of Matthew, and in Adark, Luke, 
and John, itagrees with the Alexandrine.” Proleg. 
p. Ixxxi. or Inquiry, &c. p. 106. And he admits, 
that ‘“ there is not at present any manuscript 
extant, which every where so faithfully expresses 
one and the same recension, as to have no readings 
from other recensions, intermived,;” this he proves, 
by the example of some principal manuscripts ; 
‘* for sometimes, Ovigen and D agree, and L. 
disagrees; at other times, D and L agree, in 
opposition to Origen.” Symbol. Crit. tom. i. 
p. cxxviil. or Inquiry, &c. p. 318. From texts, 
therefore, so intermixed, confused, and inextri- 
cably blended together, and we may add,. syste- 
matically corrupted, upon his hypothesis, what 
Gdipus is competent, at the present day, to the 
paradovical task of developing the truth !—Surely 
not Griesbach, notwithstanding his arrogant pre- 
tensions, as a sacred critic. Proleg. p. Ixxxi. 
Symb. Crit. tom. i. p. cxx. or Inquiry, &c. p. 337. 
And he confesses, that ‘tin forming his edition of 
the Greek Testament, he rejected hundreds of 
readings in the dlevandrine or Palestine, and 
thousands in the Western ; as either false or im- 
probable ; and even not a few in both these kin- 
dred recensions conjointly.” Symbol. Crit. tom. i. 
p. xxvii. or Inquiry, &c. p. 334. The like insta- 
bility and uncertainty is found in the citations of 
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Origen, his grand oracle; who was, in reality, the 
prime corruptor of the purity of the primitive 
text, by introducing interpolations from dpocry- 
phat Gospels, and Heretical Comments; as fully 
proved by Nolan, Inquiry, &c. pp. 432—434, &c. 

The entire strength of Griesbach’s system hes 
in the supposition that the Alexandrine and 
Western recensions, which he opposes to the By- 
zantine, are separate, or independent witnesses to 
the integrity of the sacred text. Proleg. sect. iii. 
p. Ixxxii, Symbol. Crit. tom. ii. p. ecxxii. 

But Griesbach himself has unwittingly furnished 
evidence sufficient to detect the fallacy of this sup- 
position ; the discovery of which we owe to the 
learned reviewer of Vi alpy’s Editions of the Greek 
Lestament, British Critic, October, 1816, p. 403 
--415, who can be no other than the sagacious 
Nolan: of whose argument, the following is an 
’ abstract. 

A remarkable specimen of the Alevandrine, (or 
rather Kgypizan) recension, occurs in a peculiar 
interpolation, found im the margin of the Philozr- 
cnian, or later Syriac version, among the collations 
of Egyptian manuscripts, made by Thomas Hera- 
clensis, in the year 616, as we learn from Adler 
de Versionibus Syriacis Novi Testamenti, lib. it. 
p- 46. edit. Hafn. 1789. This is given by Gries- 
bach in his note on Act. xxv. 24, edit. sec. and 
also, a parallel passage in the Bohemian version, 
thus: 
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—Teposorujeois | iva Tapadw avrov avros as Cacanopoy 
iy 8X, Evonna Se wore Tapadsval avToy dia Tas EvTOAaS, as 
‘exomev Wapa Te DeCase. erde Tis avTe xatTHYyocEl, Aeyw 
_eyw ive emisospn eis Kascageiay, omws tonOn’ sro EADovres 


eCowy x. T. A. 

——Lerosolymis|+ petentes, wt eum in mortem 
traderem. Sed in accusatione non potui eum 
tradere, propter preceptum quod habemus a 
Cesare. Si quis autem velit cum eo judicio 
contendere, (sequatur eum) Cesaream. Et ac- 
clamaverunt, &c. 

As the Bohemian is the only coincidence fur- 
nished by Griesbach, we may safely collect, that 
this singular interpolation is not to be found else- 
where, in the whole range of manuscripts, versions, 
and Fathers. But how are we te account for its 
occurrence in the Bohemian version?—That it 
was introduced therein from the margin of the 
Philoxenian version, is utterly improbable ; if we 
consider the remoteness from each other of the 
regions in which these versions were made. Nor 
does Griesbach’s hypothesis, that the Egyptian 
and /Vestern recensions were separate or indepen- 
dent witnesses, afford any satisfactory solution of 
the difficulty. But it was observed before, that 
an early intercourse, and a close connection, sub- 
sisted between the Lgyptian and Italic Churches: 
Eusebius Vercellensis, the first of the Western 
Fathers, who possessed any knowledge of Greek, 
is expressly said to have revised the Latin version, 
after he returned from exile in the Thebais of 
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Upper Egypt to the Italic Diocese ; and he was 
followed by a colony of monks from thence, who 
settled in Italy. By this means, the Egyptian 
recension became current in the West; after the 
less of the manuscripts of the xown exdoas, or Vulgate 
edition, which perished in the Diocletian persecu- 
tion. But the Bohemian Church refers its origin 
to the Italic Diocese*; and as it resisted the 
usurpations of the Romish see ; and preserved its 
translation of the Scriptures free from the subse- 
quent changes introduced by Jerome, &c. into the 
Latin Vulgate ; it 1s easy to see how this remark- 
able interpolation, first passed from Upper Egypt 
to Italy ; and thence spread to Hungary; and 
so was preserved in the Bohemian version, when 
it was excluded elsewhere. 

And this theory,—utterly subversive of Gries- 
bach’s hypothesis,—derives additional confirmation, 
from inspection of the principal manuscripts of the 
HVestern recension, which have been preserved in 
monasteries; namely the Cambridge, Clermont, 
St. Germain, and Augean MSS. which betray their 
affinity to the Egyptian recension, in the remark- 
able form ef their characters, and also in the 
peculiar readings with which they abound, con- 
formable to the Sahidic, or old Thedbaic version ; 
as noticed by AMiinter :—Colligere licet versionem 


* Regenvolsc. Hist. Eccl. Slay. lib, ii. cap. iii, edit. 1652, 
Pasko: 
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Sahidicam ad eandem codicum classem referen- 
dam esse, ad quam Cod. D pertinet ; eamque ne- 
cessario ex codicibus Grecis confectam fuisse, 
Occidentalem recensionem exhibentibus.—De In- 
dole Vers. Sahid. p. 6. ed. 1794. The celebrity 
of Griesbach’s Critical Edition is aseribed prin- 
cipally, to the supposed event of his researches, 
and accuracy of his collations. But this appears 
to be equally gratuitous and unfounded with his 
hypothesis. 

The great body of his Noées, is, professedly, an 
“ epitome” of the various readings of manuscripts, 
versions, and Fathers, to be found in the elaborate 
and invaluable collections of AZi//, augmented by 
Kuster, of Bengel, Wetstein, Matthei, Alter, 
and Birch, &c. Proleg. p. li—lv.. But of 400 - 
MSS. nearly, which appear in_ his Catalogue, 
(p. lvii.) he confesses that he collated carefully 
(perlegi) no more than one manuscript, Sée- 
phenss 7,—eighth, or MW’etstein’s L; and even 
this partially, omitting the S—18 chapters of St. 
Matthew; and that he inspected the rest (By & 
D, 1, 13, 33, 69, 124, 157, &c.) only in particu- 
lar parts, or in remarkable places, cursorily, 
(cursoria librorum MSS. perlustratione.) pp. 1. 
liv.—T hus neglecting the testimony of the many 
MSS. of more weight than his few favourites, by 
a criminal partiality. | 

The collations of ancient versions, he selected 
from the foregoing authors, but without any dis- 
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erimination of their respective merits or compa- 
rative authority, or notice of the recensions upon 
which they were framed, or of their affinities to 
each other: all which required to be taken into 
consideration. In selecting the testimonies of the 
Fathers, from the copious collections of Adc//, Wet- 
stein, &c. he omitted many of prime importance ; 
and perverted or mutilated others, so as to make 
them appear to say what they did not say. See 
the foregoing case of his rejection of the Dovo- 
logy of the Lord’s Prayer, Matt. vi. 13, which is 
restored upon his own testimonies, in the fore- 
going Letter 1V.—He has also given an imposing 
list of AZSS., Versions, and J’athers, in his note 
on Matt. xv. 8. justifying his exclusion of a part 
of Isaiah's prophecy, cited by our Lord, [eyriZer wor] 
& Aaos &t@ [rw SOLATL AUTWY, vat | TOls XEIAECL PLE Tia, 
&c. On which note, Nolan has shewn, by an 
elaborate process, (pp. 406—412) that of the 
five MSS. cited, one is of the Egyptian, and four 
of the Palestine recension: of the ezght versions, 
all were made from the Egyptian and Palestine 
recensions ; except the Syriac, which is frequently 
accommodated to the Palestine: and of the four- 
teen Fathers he has noted, Origen, his favourite, 
expressly admitted the clause, and said it was op- 
posed by ovr Lord to “ ihe Jews, who did not 
believe in Jesus ;’ and the rest, either said nothing 
to the purpose, for which they were cited ; or if 
they did, depended upon the Egyptian and Pales- 
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éene recensions : of which, Nolan proves satisfac- 
torily, that the Palestine, at least, designedly exe 
punged the very clause in question out of St 
Matthew: because the Codex Marchalianus of 
fsaiah, (a genuine copy of the Palestine recen- 
sion) omitted that clause in the prophet, though it 
was indisputably found in the Hebrew text. 

And how imperfectly Griesbach collated his 
manuscripts, way be proved from his own confes- 
sion, respecting the very remarkable passage of the 
woman taken in adultery, John viii. i—11. which 
he marks as probably to be omitted: he first 
notices the manuscripts in which the passage is 
found: Pericopa de adultera, ertat in D, G, H, K, 
M, U, &c. to a large amount, (pp. 477, &c.) next, 
those in which it is omitted, omittant pericopam 
A, B,C, L, &c. and lastly, those that are muti- 
‘ated, in that part, or not yet examined: Hiant 
aut h. l. nondum examinati sunt, F, 1, N, O, P; 
Q, kh, T, X, &c. amounting to 49: and to these 
Nolan adds 63 more! (p. 415.) But out of these 
11g manuscripts, it appears, that only two of the 
former (50, 114,) and seven of the latter, (113, 
116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121) nine in all, were 
actually inspected or collated by Griesbach him- 
self! they being so distinguished by the asterism *, 
prefixed to them in his Catalogue, (p. ci.) 

Such careless, or imperfect examimation, in so 
important a passage, is highly reprehensible. But 
having established, as he imagined, his favourite 
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jiypothesis, upon the evidence of a few manu- 
scripts, Griesbach, either cursorily inspected, or 
gave himself no concern at al, about the many 
other manuscripts that might be at variance with 
his system. 

IV. This leads us to the fourth head, Gries- 
bach’s Canons of Criticism, for correcting the re- 
ceived text. 

These, including all their ia trl and subdivi- 
sions, are reducible.to the two following : 

1. To weigh carefully the internal evidence, in 
judging between different readings, which is the 
best, from critical comparison of the text, and 
context, the design of the author, the peculiarities 
of his style, historical consistency, and other cir- 
cumstances conformable, or repugnant thereto, 
&c. Proleg. p. lix—lxiv. 

2. To compare the whole of the erternal evi- 
dence, subsisting in the respective testimonies of 
manuscripts, versions, and Fathers ; and to adopt 
those readings which are supported by the greatest 
weight of evidence. Proleg. p. Ixiv—Ixxii; Ixxix. 
Ixxx. Symbol. Crit. tom. i. p. 624, or Inquiry, 
Sewp.(315—-3 17. 

These Canons are chiefly borrowed from Weé- | 
stein, and altered for the worse ; as shewn before 
in a single instance. /WVetstein’s masterly Disser- 
tations, his Animadversiones et Cautiones ad ex- 
amen cariarum lectionum N. T. necessarie, and 
the following, De interpretatione Novi Testaments, 
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Vol. ii. pp. 851—854, are well worthy the atten- 
tion of the sacred critic. 

Hlow egregiously Grieshach has failed in the 
application of his boasted Canons to the three dis- 
puted terts, shall be shown in the four ensuing 
Letters, 


a 
Fat 
~— 
— 
ones 
« 
al 

i I 


ye 
ty ’ 
i 
er 
ay 
; 

*' 
Me is 

; ne ; 
Ne Phy os 


a 


CaNRE at aisone Piles Aic, WY ag Ni De a 
Ri Beers apna bet aie li i Fe Gonpenroneert 


! ny ‘ yeh re 
Arik thin ba SRS 
Si Riser et risa * 


ali a 


dl ‘6 od ¢ 9 
h* de ™ 


AN J iy 
end pode ut oth) 5} re oe ee , 


i ‘ healt ie i oe ait: 
cir Le oF) . en i ros ear f doe ¥ Mi kas A 


1% : a 4 
wy : 7: . , Aa LA 
Ete ahecattbtr 


t 


a. he, ee 


‘ 


va" 

lee nas MP Re ie 
via ne ea | 
Pale ts ieeiaed 

AE : sia} a nigel “le ss 
jugs aay Sept “yi ved 
dase Othe gh th thal the ai 


t 
Weta ; ] RAye Taw 
Pe 1a 


i! = fe hy F 
Pe vie gen . G Te. is a. ey ' + ¥ ite 2 a, : 
EE SR eer, nk & sis lan 


Me eb 


oh, Say 7 a ah 2 v C aabsek A ae pe ti a ve e a 


ae a hehe it a, iba be! alae: he Ate Hamed “4 0 
os, eh esa 


dere. 


‘one ei i, 2 ol om aad 


LETTER IX, 


Griesbach’s corruption cf 1 Tim. iii. 16.—proved from the 
external evidence, 1. of Greek MSS.—2. of Ancient Versions, 
—-3. of the Greek and Latin Fathers ;—A, of the Standard 
printed Editions ;—5. from the internal evidence of the pas- 
sage.—Judicious remarks of a Unitarian Critie upon Gries- 


bach’s corruption of the text. 


THE preparatory view of Griesbach’s specious 
but fanciful scheme, for correcting the received 
text of the Greek Testament, in my last Letier, 
now leads us to the consideration of the three 
disputed texts. I shall begin with 1 Tim. iii. 16. 
on account of its remarkable affinity to the sublime 
introduction of John’s Gospel, verses 1—14; de- 
tailing the process of the “ great mystery of God- 
liness,” or of true religion, from the ‘ zzcarnation 
of Gop” THE ORACLE, to his ‘* ascension” into 
heaven; thus revealed in the glorious Gosper, 
or ‘‘ glad tidings of great joy,” both to the Jewish 
and Gentile world, Luke ii. 10. 

Griesbach, in his copious note on the text under 
consideration, thus justifies his preference of the 
various readings, és and 6, to the received @eos ; and 
his reasons for ejecting the last from the text, and 
substituting the first in its room. 
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“ In order that we might be consistent with 
ourselves, we have admitted into the text, the 
readings 8s, instead of @es; saving, however, the 
judgment of every reader competent to judge. 
For, the critical laws which we proposed in the 
prolegomena prefixed to the first volume [of the 
N. T.] required this ; laws which the most learned 
critics jointly approved, by their assent; and to 
the standard of which, we studied to conform the 
whole text of the New Testament. Accordingly, 
this reading és, 1s supported by the most ancient 
witnesses of all classes [ manuscripts, versions, and 
Fathers| and it is recommended also, by its iter- 
nal indications of truth. On the contrary, the 
Vulgate ©cos, was neitner the primitive reading of 
the dlevandrine, nor of the Western recension : 
and further, it cannot be defended by arguments 
drawn from the nature [or goodness] of the read- 
ing itself; but it is supported only by a number 
of manuscripts of a later date, belonging chiefly 
to the Constantinopolitan recension; and by the 
dubious credit of the more modern Greek Fathers; 
and could not be found in any monument of anti- 
quity, prior to the close of the fourth century.” 

Every part of this summary is objectionable: 
the saving clause, of which we shall avail ourselves, 
excepted. His critical laws are not approved 
throughout, by the most learned critics ; witness 
the instance adduced in the last Letter. And he 
has not closely adhered even to his own laws, by 
whose evidence, we hope to shew, that he stands 
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convicted. Contrary to order, he begins with the 
external evidence, prescribed by his second general 
canon, in preference to the internal evidence pre- 
scribed by his first, and surely most important, 
canon, to which he pays little or no attention ; and 
upon a careful and ‘critical examination of both 
internal and external evidence, ©s will be found 
infinitely better supported than °; and should, 
therefore, be retained in the text. 

Following his order, however, let us proceed to 
examine the several branches of the external evi- 
dence, comprized in his general argument (A.) 
“ With regard to the witnesses militating in sup- 
port of the three readings respectively : 

“J, Manuscripts. The Greek manuscripts, 
AGHG. 17, 73,4read'*es; dD) fas*a, ale the Test 
that we know of, and also of Jatther's collec- 
tion, 13; of Alter’s, 8; and of birch’s, £2; ex- 
hibit @es, In this passage, BEH, and some 
others, are mutilated. But, that the prime read- 
ing of the MSS. A and C, was not OC, (the 
abridgement of @os) as some thought, but rather 
OC ; and that, in the MS. D, the prime reading 
O, was changed by a much later corrector, into 
©C; we have largely shewn in the Symbol. Crit. 
tom. i. p. vili—liv.; and tom. ii. p. 56—76, to 
which we refer the reader.” — 

Here, the testimony of sz manuscripts 1s sup- 
posed to supersede the testimony of all the rest 
of Griesbach’s manuscripts, (except D, and the 
three mutilated BEH) together with a great ma- 
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jority of Matthei’s, Alter’s, and Birch’s. And 
even of these six, the prime reading of two, A, 
the Alevandrine, and C. the Ephrem rescriptus, 
is disputed, even by his own account. But when 
we carefully examine the evidence on both sides, 
every unbjassed and competent judge will be free 
to decide between the probabilities in favour of 
©zos or of 3s, in these two most ancient and ce- 
lebrated manuscripts. 

. The Alerandrine manuscript was brought 
into England, in the year 1628, by Sir Thomas 
Roe, ambassador at Constantinople, as a gift from 
Cyrillus Lucaris, the patriarch, to king Charles I. 
Tt was first inspected by the learned librarian of 
the king’s library, Junius, or “ Young,” who com- 
municated the information of its arrival, to his 
learned friends in England and Ireland, and on 
the continent, Archbishop Usher, Grotzus, Ham- 
mond, &c. But @C, was declared to be the 
prime reading bv those who first examined the 
manuscript, after its arrival ; and Junius or Young, 
retouched the cross line in the ©, which was 
somewhat faded; and afterwards Huish collated 
it for the London Polyglott, published in 1657 ; 
next A/i/l, who declared in 1707, that “ at first 
sight, the little crossed line escaped his notice ; 
but that, on closer inspection, he discovered some 
traces of it, especially at the left side, where it 
touched the circle; and should have discovered 
more, were it not for the modern blot (hodierna, 
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quam diximus, litura) drawn over the line [by 
Young].” Wetstein’s Proleg. p. 8, 20. 

This testimony of Mill is supported by Henry 
Wotton ; who, in his notes on the Epistles of Cle- 
mens Romanus, A.D. 1718, declares, p. 27, “ In 
this manuscript (the Alevandrine) without doubt, 
was always read OC «pavegwn, which will easily 
appear to any one who will inspect it more ac- 
curately. Although in that place (1 Tim. i. 16.) 
and in others not a few, the diligence of Young, 
not to be approved, with a modern pen, drew a 
line across.” 

Berriman, who most critically inspected it, de- 
clares, in his dissertation on 1 Tim. iii. 16, A.D. 
1741, “ I several times examined this manuscript, 
and that, accurately; and though I could never, 
with my naked eyes, discover any part of the an- 
cient transverse line; nor others, more quick- 
sighted than myself, yet, with the assistance of a 
glass, and having held the book in the sun's rays, 
I was able to see a part of the old line, on the 
left hand of the new one, within the circle. And 
two other friends, Messrs. Ridley and Gibson, with 
me, saw the same, at that time. One of whom 
was able to discover traces of the old line, not 
only on the left hand, but even on the right.” And 
further, having submitted the point in debate to 
two indifferent bystanders, Messrs. Hew7t and 
Pilkington, he published his Dissertation as the 
result of their investigation, p. 155, 156. Wet- 
stein. Proleg. p. 22; and Inquiry, &c. p. 289, 
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To these testimonies of eight earlier, and surely 
more competent witnesses, during the fresher state 
of the manuscript ; which, afterwards was injured 
by the idle curiosity of spectators, not only viewing, 
but handling the place, to trace the ducts of the 
lines, Griesbach has nothing to oppose, save the 
solitary testimony of a prejudiced witaess, /Vet- 
stein ; declaring, that he could not sce the trans- 
verse line in the circle, which formed the Theta. 
Wetstein viewed the manuscript twice ; the first 
time in 1719, when he was 26 years old; and 
again in 1747, when he was 54. Proleg. p. xx. xxi. 

The veracity of /Vetstein, however, was early 
impeached by Dr. Berriman ; who openly accused 
him of having admitted to a common friend, that 
he saw the transverse line of the ©, which he 
atterwards disputed. Dissertation, p. 156. To 
this charge Wetstein thought proper to reply, by 
explaining away his concession; admitting the 
fact indeed, but stating that he was deceived by the 
transverse line of an E, on the back of the page, 
which appeared through the transparent vellum. 
But /Voide, the learned editor of the Alexandrine 
manuscript, denies the accuracy of this account : 
he asserts, that the transverse line of the E, (which 
forms the first letter of the word «vsBaev, on the 
opposite page, or back of the leaf) is not precisely 
at the back of the Zheta, but a little below it. 
Not. Cod. Alexand. §. 87. We may, therefore, 
acquiesce in /Voide’s conclusion :—‘* Wetstein, 
then, unwillingly confirms the truth (or existence) 
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of this diametral line, asserted by A/id/ ; nor can he 
easily elude the confession of what he saw. Since, 
therefore, it is impossible at present to decide the 
fact, we must trust to the testimony of those, 
whose authority is the sole ground that we can now 
follow ; namely, of Young, Fell, Wotton, Grabe, 
Mill, Berriman, and others.” Pref. §. vii. p. 
xxxl. Notwithstanding this, Griesbach still per- 
sists in the defence of OC, as the genuine read- 
ing of the dlevandrine manuscript; without any 
evidence further: “ When we (himself) handled 
this book, we were greatly grieved, that the part 
of the leaf which contains the disputed reading 
aforesaid, is so much worn, that no mortal, at 
this day, could discern any thing certain concern- 
ing it.” Symbol. Crit. tom. i. p. ix. And yet, 
strange to relate, from this argumentum ad igno- 
rantiam, he draws the following peremptory con- 
clusion, in the very next sentence ; ‘‘ Nevertheless, 
4 dare confidently pronounce, that their report is 
true, who have aflirmed, that 8s was the prime 
reading in this manuscript.”"——Namely, the single 
report of /Vetstei, to whom he gives implicit 
credit; as paramount to “ the number, the inte- 
grity, and skill,” of the original and independent 
counter-witnesses, noticed before ; thus acting in 
defiance of all the “ measures of probability,” 
laid down by Locke, and- other logicians; for by 
these we are abundantly warranted to decide, that 
©C, and nor OC was the prime reading of the 
Alevandrine manuscript. 
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2. The same decision will hold in regard of C, 
the Ephrem rescriptus ; and this, upon the clear 
evidence of Griesbach himself; for in his reply to 
the cogent objections of /Voide and Webber, that 
* though the little line in the midst of the letter 
Theta be not visible, now, im this manuscript ; it 
mught have been in it formerly, and vanished after- 
wards ;” Griesbach says: “ That very slender 
line might indeed have vanished totally, especially, 
in a manuscript so ancient, and a rescript too: in 
like manner, as it has vanished in the very next 
word, EPBANEPOQOH, (E®ANEPQ.@H) and in other 
places also, vot a few. Still however, that same 
very slender line, in numberless places, is found 
in excellent preservation; as may easily be seen 
by any ope who is not purblind. By the same 
right therefore, that ¢hey contend that the little 
line might perhaps have vanished ; J may be al- 
lowed to determine, that perhaps it never was. 
there.” Symbol. Crit. tom. i. p. xiii. This solemn 
trifling furnishes a curious specimen of Griesbach’s 
critical talents. He admits the evanescence of 
the diametral line in the succeeding 7heta of the 
very next word, szvegw$n; which surely is strong 
presumptive proof of its evanescence in. the fore- 
going Theta of zs, likewise. Its disappearance 
in other places also, corroborates the presumption. 
‘The counter cases, in which it appears, or is visible, 
are utterly irrelevant: for the decays of manu- 
scripts are often partial; one leaf may be sound, 
and the next injured by time or accident, as. we 
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frequently observe. To this we may add, that 
the upper horizontal line, over the word OC, is still 
subsisting in the Lphrem; which decides the ab- 
breviation, and proves that the first letter cannot 
be Omicron, but must be Theta. Griesbach, m- 
deed, contends most pertinaciously, that it must 
have been added by some corrector, because it ts 
rather thicker or coarser, than is usual, in the 
elegant writing of that manuscript. But this ob- 
jection is of little weight; it might have been re- 
touched by some unskilful hand, like the Alevan- 
drine reading, already noticed. 

3. The testimony of that favourite manuscript, 
17, “ which out of alt doubt reads 6s,” Symbol. 
Crit. vol. i: p. xxix. is overpowered by the concur- 
rent testimony of eight kindred manuscripts, 6, 
10, 23, 31,:37, 39, 46, 47, (of which, 31, strongly 
resembles 17,) which “ all read Qes,” as Griesbach 
himself allows. Symbol. Crit. vol. ii. p. 134, 150. 
He allows also, that 17, is mixed in its readings ; 
that it frequently accords with the characteristics, 
of the Alexandrine, or rather Palestine recension; 
but sometimes with the other recensions, especially 
the Western; and even occasionally, with the Con- 
stantinopolitan ; and that it agrees in this respect 
with 47; however 47, is not so pure, and contains 
more foreign readings, intermixed with the d/er- 
andrine or Palestine; which he reckons the best; 
but we have shown, in the preceeding Letter, to be 
the worst. Symbol. Crit. vol. i. p. xxvi. note. 

If then, we deduct these three manuscripts, A, 
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C, and 17; three remain only in favour of é; 
namely, I’, G, and 73. But I’, the dugean, and 
A, the Boernerian, are very nearly allied to each 
other, by Griesbach’s own account, Vol. i. Pref. 
p. xxl. Consequently, upon his principles, they 
rate only as one exemplar of the Palestine recen- 
sion; and with the Upsal, 73 of the Egyptian, 
leave only two independent authorities, (Inquiry, 
&c, p. 285,) to oppose to the whole host of ma- 
nuscripts*, supporting the received reading ‘ ©éos :’ 
— slender vouchers, indeed, for excluding it from 
the sacred text, by a most unjustifiable innevation / 
——We are next told: 

II. ‘‘ Versrons. The only versions that ex- 
hibit ©cos, are the Arabic in the Polyglott Bible; . 
and the Scdavonic, both manuscript and printed ; 
all the rest express, not @eos, but the pronoun 8s, 
or 6: for the Coptic, the Sahidic, and the Philoa- 
enian Syriac in the margin, read és, gui; but the 
Latin Vulgate, and the Italic, (Clermont; and 
Boernerian MSS.) %, quod; both the Syriac ver- 
sions, (the Peshito aud the Philovenian) the Ara- 
bic ot Erpenius, the A:thiopic, and the Armenian, 
read one or the other of the pronouns, gui, or 


* Berriman specifies ninety-one manuscripts, in his Disserta- 
tion, p- 196; and in a MS. note, of a copy in Sion College, 
extends the number to ninety-five ; after the labours of Alter, 
Birch, and Matthei, they probably amount to one hundred and 

Jifty. And if to these we add the evidence of the standard 
editions, (those codices critici omitted by Griesbach) the 
whole will form a host indeed, 
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guod, But, that so many ancient versions should 
have been interpolated from the Latin; or that 
this should have been corrupted from some scho- 
lium of Cyril, or of any other Greek Father ; no 
one well acquainted with the history of the sacred 
text, and instructed in the genuine laws of the art 
of criticism, can suffer himself to be persuaded, at 
the present day.” 

However, of these several versions, the two old- 
est, and the purest or least adulterated, were the 
primitive J¢alic, and the primitive Syriac, the 
parent of the Peshito (“‘ simple or correct,”) the 
Vulgate still in use, among the different denomina- 
tion of Syrian Christians, Nestorians, Jacobites, 
and JJaronites*. 

The Jtalic Version derived its name from the 
Ltalian diocese in which it prevailed, as contradis- 
tinguished from the Roman : and, accordingly, the 
principal copies of it, have been preserved in that 
diocese, of which the metropolitan Church was 
Milan. Such is the valuable Brescia manuscript, 
noticed in my iast Letter, as one of its oldest and 
most correct exemplars. The primitive Italic 
Version was, probably, begun in the Apostolic age, 


* Michaelis introduces a fourth class of Greek Manuscripts, 
which he calls the Edessine; from which he supposes the 
Peshito Version was made. Introduct. Vol. If. p. 176; but 
this conjecture is unsupported and unnecessary. He allows 
himself that the Pesto has a remarkable affinity to the 
Cambridge manuscript, pen belongs to the Egyptian or 
Western class. Inquiry, &c. p. 106. 
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age, and completed in the course of the second 
century: and the Peshifo, probably, was not later 
than the fourth. See Michaelis, Introd. Nove 
with AZarsh’s Notes, Vol. Uf. and Nolan’s Inquiry, 
&c. Preface, p. xvii. 

From its high antiquity, the Italic version must 
have been framed from the xown exdoss, or primitive 
‘Vulgate edition” of the sacred canon ; prior to 
any of the succeeding revisals by the younger 
Eusebius, Jerome, &c. and in the last Letter, it was 
shewn that the most correct recension, or revisal 
of the primitive edition, was the Byzantine of 
Lucianus; of which, the most faithful exemplar, 
is Matthei’s edition, compiled from the JZoscow 
manuscripts of that class. But as all these exhibit 
the reccived reading, Qos; we are warranted to 
conclude, that the primitive Ztadic version followed 
the same; rather than the Clermont and Boerne- 
rian manuscripts, of the later Lyypéian or West- 
ern recension. 

— And this is strongly confirmed by the evidence 
of the Sclavonan or Russian Version, which was 
unquestionably made from the Byzantine text; 
and reads @zs here, by Griesbach’s own confes- 
sion. This Version is highly commended by M:- 
chaeclis and. Marsh. It was made in the ninth 
century, by two brothers, Methodius and Cyril, 
natives of Zhessalonica, aud Apostles of the Scla- 
wonians. The Sclavonian Version has few or no 
readings peculiar to itself, or what critics call 
“ Jectiones singulares,” which is no small proof of 
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its excellence. It generally agrees with the ancient 
maruscripts, where they differ from the printed 
vulgate Greek text; and contains nearly three- 
fourths ef the readings adopted by Griesbach in 
his corrected text. As the translators were Greeks, 
the supposition that it Zatznized, or was altered 
from the Vulgate, is absolutely incredible. AZi- 
chaelis, Introd. Vol. IL. p. 155, 6335. 

Still, however, the primitive Zéa/ic Version main- 
tained a surprising conformity with the Vulgate Sy- 
riac or Peshito, though the latter was made imme- 
diately from the Greek likewise. This coincidence 
between them, in many particular readings, is most 
frequent and remarkable in the Codex Alevan- 
drinus, the Cantabrigiensis, and Laudianus 3, 
according to Michaelis, Introd. Vol. II. p. 25. 
But, in all probability, the Peshito, was framed 
from the Byzantine or Lucian recension, which, 
according to Jerom, as we have secn, prevailed as 
far as Antioch in Syria, and probably still farther 
eastward: the same text likewise, from which the 
early Ztalic and the Sclavonian were derived ; and, 
therefore, most probably, the first exemplars of the 
Peshito concurred in the reading Qeos. 

Upon the Peshito, as a basis, most of the other 
Oriental Versions were constructed; still, with 
reference to the several Greek recensions, that 
prevailed in the different countries in which they 
were made, the Palestine, the Egyptian or West- 
ern, &c. and by which, they were frequently cor- 
rected or miscorrected. ‘The Arabic, Persic, &c., 
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ef this secondary class, therefore, are frequently 
of use, to detect corruptions that have crept into 
the primitive Syriac Version, as jadiciously ob- 
served by Afichaelis, Introd. Vol. If. p. 82, 105. 
Of this, we have a satisfactory proof in the pre- 
sent case: The Peshito renders the text in ques- 
tion, “ And certainly, great is this mystery of jus- 
‘tice, who, or which, was manifested in the flesh,” 
&c. for:the Syriac pronoun d (or dolath) is aimbi- 
guously masculine or neuter (corresponding to 4s 
or 6, gu or guod) according as the sense of the 
passage may require. But the drabic Version, 
while it retains the pronoun, introduces also the 
received reading, combining both: “ God who 
was manifested in the flesh ;” thus detecting the 
corruption of the primitive Syriac text, while ex- 
hibiting an affinity thereto. 
It is not improbable, that the Peshifo might 
have been altered, to accord with the Latin V ulgate 
of Jerome, which renders, ‘ £t manifeste magnum 
est pietatis sacramentum, quod manifestalum est 
in carne.” ‘This, we may reasonably presume, 
from the similar fate of the primitive rmenian 
Version, made from the Syriac, by Afrecrob, A.D. 
410; and afterwards corrected from the Greek by 
him and /saac, atter the third General Council of 
Ephesus, A.D. 451. This early Version, so care-~ 
@ iully made, would have been an mestimable trea- 
sure, had it remained unadulterated, in its pristine 
state; but, unhappily, in the thirteenth century, 
the Armenian Church submitted to the authority 
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of. the See of Rome; and Haitho, the reigning 
Prince, (who became a Franciscan friar, not long 
before his death) published a new edition of the 
Armenian Bible, corrected, as he considered, from 
the Latin V ulgate; which totaily supplanted the 
old ‘edition. Michaelis, Introd. Vol. II. p. 98 
— 103. 

On the other side, the later Syriac Version, or 
Philoxenian, the Coptic, used in lower Egypt, the 
Sahidic, in upper Egypt, and its neighbour, the 
“tsthiopic, together with the Latin Vulgate, were 
all divided by the sections of Eusebius in the Gos- 
pels, and of Huthalius in the Epistles, who com- 
pleted the plan of Eusebius; and, of course, they 
were all accommodated to the Palestine recen- 
sion. ‘They cannot, therefore, be considered as 
independent witnesses, but rather as joint exem- 
plars of that recension, as Nolan justly observes, 
p- 516. Hence, their combined testimony in sup- 
port of the various readings, és, or 8, cannot be put 
in competition with the foregoing testimonies of the 
two primitive Versions, and_ their secondaries, 
founded either upon the purer texts of the xovn 
exdoas, Or Of the Byzantine recension, vouching 
the received reading @eos. 

Ill. Faruers, GreEK.aAnD LATIN. Gries- 
bach’s statement of their testimonies is imperfect 
and partial. I shall endeavour to complete the 
one, and to correct the other, 

1. In support of the received reading @zs, 
Griesbach cites, or refers to, the venerable Zgna- 
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fius, in the Apostolic age, who succeeded Evodius, 
the first bishop of Anéioch, about A.D. 70, and 
who says, “‘ There is one physician, both corporeal 
and spiritual, born and unborn, becoming God in 
flesh, (cv cagus yevourevos Oc) fabiding] in immortal 
and true life, both of J/ary and of Gop; first, 
passible; and then, impassible.” And _ again, -— 
“ the old regimen was destroyed, when Gop was 
manifested in human form, unto newness of eter- 
nal life,” (cs a Ipwrnws Pavegopev8, Es KAWOTNTE a018 
guns). Inquiry, p. 275, 276. 

Next, Justin Martyr, A.D. 140. “ HE sent 
THE ORACLE (Aoyov) that he might appear to the 
world; who, (8) having been preached by the 
Apostles, was believed on by the Gentiles.” Were 
Justin evidently alluded to John 1. 114; and to 
1 Tim. iii. 16, conjointly, as kindred texts, expla- 
natory of each other. For, as “ THE ORACLE 
wwas Gop” in the former; so, he inferred, that it 
was Gop THE Oracier, “ who appeared to the 
world” in the latter. 

This passage is cited by Griesbach, indirectly, 
we presume, in favour of the reading °; but it is 
evidently irrelevant, for the antecedent, Aoy@, 38 
actually expressed, not understood, as in the text 
in question, 

Hippolytus, a \earncd Bishop and Martyr, the 
disciple of Jrenwus, who flourished about A.D. 
220, thus declares, “‘ Gop was manifested bodily,” 
(Oe EY OCULAGT ePavepun, ) for the phrase, Ev OagXs, of 
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the Apostle, substituting the synonymous phrase, 
ev ower, Inquiry, p. 989. 3 

Athanasius, the illustrious Bishop of Aleran- 
dria, about A.D. 396, extenuating the guilt of 
those who denied the proper divinity of Christ; 
thus pleads the greatness of the mystery, in order 
to induce them to repent, from a sense of their 
weakness: ‘* For they have the Apostle (Paul) 
offering them pardon, and, as it were, stretching 
forth his hand unto them, when he declares, 
““ And confessedly, great is the mystery of God- 
diness; Gop was manifested in the flesh,” &e. 
In this express quotation, he beautifully alludes to 
our Lord’s gracious and miraculous cure of Pefer’s 
mother-in-law, when ‘ he raised her, stretching 
forth his human hand,” (emde eSgumwny exrewwy 
xet~ea,) as Athanasius more critically expresses it. 
Inquiry, p. 218, 519. 

Gregory Nyssene, about A. D. 371, thus also 
combines the two kindred passages of Paul and 
John, treading in the steps of Justin Martyr. 
“All they who ‘ preach THe Oracte,’ in this 
manner, indicate ‘ the wonder of the mystery ;? 
that ‘ Gov was manifested in the flesh, that 
‘THE ORACLE became flesh.’” Inquiry, p. 289. 

Chrysostom, the celebrated Bishop of Constan- 
tinople, about A.D. 398, thus cites, and explains 
the text: “And, confessedly, great is the mystery 
of Godliness ; Gov was manifested in the flesh, 
was justified in the spirit,” &c.—that is, the (di- 
vine) ecenomy which conceived the mystery, for 
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our sakes,——leads us away to another matter, say 
ing, ‘ Gop, that is, the maker of the world, 
(5 Anuwey@-) was manifested in the flesh.”  In- 
quiry, p. 289. Here Chrysostom, instead of the 
scriptural term, Acy@, introduces the synonimous 
heathen term, Anvusgy® ; concurring in fact, though — 
not in expression, with Justin Martyr, and Gre- 
gory Nyssene. 

‘These testimonies of early Fathers, ‘‘ prior to the 
close of the fourth century,” appear decisive in fa- 
vour of the received reading Oc@. And yet, strange 
to tell, they have no weight with Griesbach ; he 
confesses indeed, that Chrysostom ‘‘ certainly read 
©:@; with Theodoret, Damascenus, Cucumenius, 
and Theophylact ;” but that “‘ from the expressions 
used by the preceding Fathers, Zgnatius, Justin 
Martyr, Hippolytus,” &c. “we can by no means 
collect, that they read ©<@-!” (neutiqguam™ colliigere 
licet patres hosce legisse @<@-)—Such blindness of 
prejudice is surprizing! 

After this, we need not wonder that he cavils at 
the following passages of Cyril, Bishop of Ader- 
andria, about A. D. 412. 

After reciting the text, “Gop was hides 
in the flesh,” &c. like his predecessors, Cyri pro- 
ceeds to comment thereon thus: ‘‘ Who is he that 
was manifested in the fleshy It is plain, indeed, 
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* Instead of this peremptory expression, neutiquam ; Gries- 
bach in his first edition of 1777, employed the more guarded 
expression, non satis tuto. A plain proof, that his Unitarian 
bias was established in the second edition of 1806. 
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that it was absolutely, and by all means, THE 
Oraciy, from Gop tue Faturr, (xavrn re xa 
wavrws, & ex Ocy IIxro@ Aoy@:,) for so, great will be 
the mystery of Godliness. And he was seen by 
Angels, ascending into the heavens; he was 
preached among the Gentiles, by the holy Apostles; 
he was also believed on in the world. We by no 
means say that he was among us, man simply, but 
Gop in Slesh, avteumG- axrws, arn Oc ey OLEX. 
And he was taken up in glory, that he might hear 
THE Gop AND Fatukr saying, Sit thou at my 
right hand, until I make thine enemies thy foot- 
stool.” (Ps. cx. 1.) 

This fine passage is also cited, verbatim, from 
Cyril, by Euthymius Zygabenus ; both reading 
©<@ in the text disputed ; which, indeed, is abso- 
lutely required by the whole tenor of the comment, 
How was it possible then, for Griesbach to resist, 
both this primary and secondary evidence for @<@, 
and to contend, as he does, that @:@.* is a corrupt 
reading of Cyril's text, instead of 6s; both in his 
Symbol Critice, p. xliii. and in his note !—Such 
obstinate resistance to the clearest light of testi- 
mony, is truly deplorable. See this fuller enun- 


* The following parenthetical remark of Griesbach, in hjs 
Symbol Critice, 1785, p. xlix. proves that he was at that 
t me a decided Unitarian. Si ©@c@- legit Cyrillus, addere debebat 
—qul ¢mproprie tantum et xarvayensinws, a Paulo @c@, nomi- 
natur. “ Supposing that Cyril read ©¢@, he ought to have 
added: ‘ Who, by Paul, is named Qc@, improperly and by ay 
abuse of the term,’” 
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ciation of the passage, in the Original, Matthai 
Prefat. ad Epist. Cathol. p. xlviii. N. T. Vol. 
VIKI. of which only an abstract is given in the 
Inquiry, p. 290. 

‘The following profound exposition of the mys- 
tery of Godliness, is furnished also by Cyril: 
“Tf rue OrAc Le being Gop, was said to become 
man; and by no means ceasing to be Ged, was 
always remaining in his former state; then, 
indeed, great, “* and confessedly great, is the 
mystery of Godliness :” but if the Curist is con- 
ceived to be a common man, and, as such, uneled 
with Gop, only by an equality of rank, or of 
authority, (for such things have been imagined by 
some uninformed persons,) how could he have 
been manifested in the flesh? For is it not evi- 
dent, that every man is in the flesh ?” Inquiry, p. 
529. To the drift of this argument Griesbach is 
blind likewise ; and opposes thereto a great deal 
of idle and perplexed declamation. Symbol. Crit. 
p. xlviii—liv. Cyril’s object evidently was, in 
both passages, to prove that Christ was God, not 
in the inferior sense of the word, as if merely 
invested with equal rank and power with God ; 
but that he always possessed a divine nature or 
essence, which he still retained, when he became 
mun. And it was this mystical union of the divine 
and human nature, which constituted “ the greaé 
mystery of Godliness,” or of true religion, which ~ 
he opposed to the reveries of the heretic, Nesto- 
rius, and his followers. And the two natures are 
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expressly noticed in the admirable comment of 
Theodoret, that learned Ecclesiastical Historian, 
about A.D. 423, upon the first of Timothy. 
“Gop was manifested in the flesh. For being 
Gop and tHE Son or Gop, and having his 
nature invisible, when he assumed the form of 
man, he became conspicuous to all, (Snaros derast, 
svzvownnoas, eyeveTo)’ Moreover, [the Apostle] 
plainly taught us ¢he two natures ; (caQus Se tyrxs 
sas duo Quous sdide%ev) for he said, that the divine 
na‘ure was manifested in flesh,” (ev cages yap rny 
SELAY, EpN, Pavepwsnvas Quarv.) Tom. iii. p- 478. Ed. 
Par. 1642, or Inquiry, &c. p. 290. 

Huthalius, Bishop of Sulca, in Egypt, about 
A.D. 458, and. Damascenus, about A. D. 730, 
both cite the passage, according to the received 
text; ©c@ sQaveewSn, &c. and so do, Photius, 
patriarch of Constantinople, about A.D. 853, 
and Oecumenius about A. D. 950. See Inquiry, 
&c. p. 290, and /Vetstein. 

Lheophylact also, about 1070, in his valuable 
Commentary, on the Tirst of ‘Timothy, p. 769, 
Ed. Lond. 1636, thus explains the received read- 
ing. ‘ God was manifested”—how?—‘' in the 
Jlesh ;” for in his deity he was invisible, (rn yao 
Sasi wopar@.) In perfect unison, we see, with 
Cyril and Theodoret. Inquiry, &c. p. 291. 

2. In support of the various reading %, Gries- 
bach refers to Cyril Alevand. Jerome, A.D, 
392; Lheodoret Mopsuesta, A.D, 394; Epipha- 
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nius Junior, A.D. 510; Gelasins Cyzicenus, and 
Macarius of Jerusalem. 

But Cyril, we have shewn, must have read 
©:@, for his argument required it; and wherever 
és is found, we are warranted to consider it as a 
spurious reading, from the testimony of Euchy- 
mius Zyzabenus. Jerome was, unquestionably, 
an advocate for 6, in his Latin Vulgate; but in 
the imperfect citation of Griesbach, from his 
Commentary on-Isaiah, Qui manifestatus est. m 
carne—if the antecedent, Christ, was there ex- 
pressed, the case is irrelevant, like the foregoing, 
of Justin Afartyr. The imperfect citations of 
Weistein, also, from AMopsuesta, shew that he 
read cither Deus or Christus, and not gui. And 
ihe remaining testimonies of those obscure Fathers, 
Epiphanius Junior, Gelasius Cyzicenus, and JMJa- 
carius, we may be assured were of little value ; 
otherwise, they would have been cited by Vetstein, 
or by Griesbach himself. The reading 6s, there- 
fore, we may reckon, is unsupported by the 
Fathers. 

3. The various reading, ®, 1s unquestionably 
supported by all the Latin Fathers, Hilary, 
Augustine, fulgentius, &c. who followed the 
Latin Vulgate. 

To the three classes of witnesses adduced by 
Griesbach, we will add a fourth, unjustly rejected 
by him, though intimately connected with the first; 
namely, the standard printed editions of Aimenes, 
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Erasmus, Stephens, and Beza, which may be con 
sidered as Codices critici, or selections of the 
most approved readings from several of the oldest 
and best manuscripts, now lost. And these all, 
with one consent, read @:@. 

Let us now sum up the amount of the evidence 
resulting from the several articles, in snpport of 
the respective readings. 1. ©c@, 1s supported by 
all the standard editions. 2. By the whole nume- 
rous class of manuscripts belonging to the Byzan- 
tine recension ; the purest, and least adulterated ; 
and most probably, by the most ancient, A, the 
Alexandrine, of the Palestine recension in the 
Epistles; and C. the Lpirem rescriptus, of the 
same. 3. By several of the early Greek Fathers, 
prior to the close of the fourth century; and by 
others, down to the eleventh. 4. By the Arabic 
and Sclavonian Versions ; aud most probably, by 
the primitive Zéalic, and primitive Syriac Ver- 
sions; on account of the affinity of the former to 
the Byzantine recension; and of the latter to the 
Arabic version. 

9.°Os, is supported, 1. only by the four manu- 
scripts, I’, G, 17, 73; whose testimony is reduci- 
ble to two; as we have seen. 2. It is not indis- 
putably supported, by any of the Greek and Latix 
Fathers; nor 3. unequivocally, by any of the 
ancient versions. 

3.°O is supported, 1. By the single manuscript, 
D. the Cambridge or Clermont, of the Egyptian 
or /Vestern recension, 2. By the Latin Vulgate, 
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and the Oriental Versions, connected therewith, 
as following the same recension. 3. By the Latis 
Fathers, for the same cause. | 

Of these three readings, therefore, ©c:@ js in- 
finitely the best supported, by a// the branches of 
the external evidence ; and és, the worst. Con- 
sequently Griesbach has violated his own rules, in 
preferring, ®s, even to 6, and much more to O«®., 

But we were told, that és, is ‘‘ recommended 
by its intrinsic goodness, and ©:@,, unsupported, 
by the same.” Let us therefore proceed to this 
most important branch of the investigation, namely, 
the internal evidence. 

B) ‘‘ If we wish to examine the intrinsic good- 
ness of these three readings, we shall find, 1. That 
from each, a good sense may be extracted, nay, 
the same: %. The reading, 8 1s more difficult 
and unusual, than the rest: 3. From the reading 
és, may most easily be explained the rise of the 
rest.” 

Such is the scanty detail of the internal evidence, 
furnished by this Critic; so elaborate respecting 
the evrternal ! 

In the first assertion, (for which he offers not a 
shadow of proof) he palpably contradicts himself, 
for if & be recommended, and ©:@- unsupported 
by their intrinsic goodness ; how can they possibly 
furnish a good, nay, the same sense ! | 

To supply the total lack of argument under this 
head, Dr. Carpenter steps forward to contribute 
his mite. 
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“ Upon Griesbach’s reading (és) the passage 
may be thus interpreted : 

“‘ Confessedly, great is the mystery of the 
Gospel dispensation, (rns evoeBeas) (the admission 
of Gentiles into its glorious privileges) He who 
was manifested in flesh, (that is, perhaps, was 
evidently a real man; and not, as the Gnostics 
taught, a man in appearance only,) was declared 
to be the Christ by the attestation of the Spirit, in 
his resurrection from the dead; was seen by his 
Apostles (ayyedos) was preached among the 
Gentiles, was believed on, in the world at large ; 
was gloriously received (aveangSn ev So&n) by multi- 
tudes in every region where the sound of the 
Gospel was heard.” . : 

** If 3 be the true reading, (and its claims are 
somewhat preferable to @¢@) the passage may be 
thus interpreted : 

-Conftessedly important is the gracious dispensa- 
tion of the Gespel, the doctrine according to godli- 
ness ; (1 Tim. yi. 3.) which was revealed (epavegwSn) 
tous, by a man of sorrows, and acquainted with 
crief; (2 sweur); Which was shewn to be of divine 
origin by the attestation of the Spirit (edixasw%n ev 
avevpars) which was viewed with astonishment and 
delight (wo3n) by those who were authorized to . 
communicate it to others (ayyerous) which was 
preached among the Gentiles, &c. as before. . 

‘“‘ If @:@ had been the true reading, it appears 
clear to my mind, that the Apostle, by saying, 
*God was manifested, (in,) or by man,’ (e sagx:) 
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eould have meant no more than the Apostle Johz, 
wheu he said, the only Son who is in the bosom of 
the Father hath declared Him; (John i. 18.) of 
than our Lord himself, when he said, ‘ he thut 
hath seen me hath seen the Father, (John xiv. 9.) 
Gop, by the man Christ Jesus, manifested his 
gracious purposes to men; and thus He was, in- 
deed, manifested in flesh,’ 

“The remainder of the passage would, however, 
have been very harsh upon this reading; and the 
common interpretation of the common reading, 
only serves to increase its difficulty, and seems to me 
full of absolute inconsistencies. According to this 
interpretation, ‘ He who is at ald times present in 
every part of the Universe, (1 Kings viii. 27, 
&c.) was circumscribed by a human body. ‘HE 
who ALONE hath immoriality’ was raised from 
the dead by the Spirit; ‘Hr who dwelleth in light 
maccessible, whom No ONE hath seen, or CAN 
seE, (1 Tim. vi. 16.) was seen by men, (w93n 
ayyeros); * He who is the BLESSED Gop,’ (1 Tim. 
vi. 16.) and consequently, ever, and infinitely 
happy, was received up into glory, The doctrine 
of Incarnation (that an infinite, eternal, and un- 
changeable Beine, entered into a human frame, 
and by his union with it became truly man, suscep- 
tible of all the sufferings and wants of humanity, ) 
is in itself considered, so confounding to the ima- 
gination, and throws such a weight upon the 
evidences of Christianity, that every one who 
holds it up as Christian doctrine, owes it to his 
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religion to satisfy himself decisively, that it is 
really revealed in the Scriptures.” Unitarianism 
the doctrine of the Gospel, p. 152, 154. 

Such is the notable parody of a very important 
passage; which I have given at full length, to 
render it full justice. 

Dr. Carpenter's licentious and extravagant ex- 
positions of the several words and_ phrases, 
evosheias, ePavepwin ev ouput, worn ayYEroIs, aveanOIn ev 
Seen, varying with the various readings, ©z@, &c. 
sufficiently confute themselves, by the bare ex- 
posure, and are below criticism. Steady, how- 
ever, to his tenet of “ rejecting mysteries in 
religion,” he annihilates “ the mystery of godli- 
ness, which totally evaporates in the smoke of his 
comment; for, what mystery is there, if a common 
man was manifested in flesh 2? How could he be 
manifested otherwise, while he is in the body ? 
As shrewdly remarked by Cyril of Alevandria. 
And how revolting is the gross and rank Sabedii- 
anism, of confounding Gop THE FaTHER, with 
Gop THE OracLE; and so, denying of the for- 
mer, what is true of the latter! Had Dr. Car- 
penter ** searched the Scriptures,” with humility 
and reverence; had he studied the primitive 
Fathers; had he even read with the slightest 
attention, and without prejudice, the extracts 
from their writings, furnished by Wetstein and 
Griesbach, in their notes on the passage; he 
might have “ satisfied himself decisively, that the 
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doctrine of the Incarnation is really revealed in 
the Scriptures.” ; 

Let us now proceed to examine the passage 
itself, taking into consideration that excellent 
Canon of Criticism, the first-; which Griesbach 
laid down in his prolegomena, but utterly neglected 
in his notes. 

The whole paragraph may thus be more closely 
rendered and explained. 


1 Tr. ili. 14—16; iv. 1—11. 


“These [pastoral instructions | I write unto 
thee, hoping to come unto thee shortly. But, 
fI write further, concerning the several mysteries 
of the Gospel, the Jncarnation, the grand 
Apostacy, &c.] in order that, if I delay, thou 
mayest know how to behave thyself, [as] a pildar 
and bulwark of the truth, in the house of Gon; 
which is the Church [or congregation] of the 
Livine Gop.” 

“ And, confessedly, great is the mystery of 
Godliness, [or of the true religion, the truth :] 
Gop [tHE Orac te | was manifested in the flesh, 
was justified in [or by] THE Sprriv, was seen by 
Angels, was preached among the Gentiles, [by his 
Apostles,|] was believed on in the world [at large, 
composed of Jews and Gentiles,] was taken up 
{into heaven] in glory.” 

‘Moreover, THE Sprrit saith expressly, that 
in the /atter seasons [of the Church, ] some shalé 


C 95 ) 

apostatize from the [true] Faith, attending te 
seducing spirits, and doctrines of demons for 
demon-worship,| through the hypocrisy of liars, 
lor false teachers] having their proper conscience 
seared ; {or hardened, so as to become insensible 
of their guilt,] forbidding to marry,” &c. &e. 
These pastoral instructions were contained in 
the foregoing part of the Epistle; and in the fol- 
lowing, the Apostle proceeds to inform his beloved 
pupil of the great, leading mysteries of the Gospel, 
the Incarnation, the Grand Apostacy, &c. in 
order to qualify him, especially in St. Paul’s 
absence, “ to command and teach,” the precepts 
and doctrines of the Gospel, chap. iv. 11; that 
he might know how to promote, and how to defend 
the Faith, against Lnfidels and Scoffers, such as 
abounded at Ephesus, where Timothy then re- 
sided, chap. i. 1—3. 

In the authorized translation, ‘“‘ the Church of 
God” is reckoned “‘ the pillar and ground of the 
faith.” But there is an apparent incongruity in 
this; for how can the Church, which is supported, 
be ¢he pillar which supports it? And, surely, 
svdos, without the article, is rather a pillar, or one 
of the pillars; for there may be many. The 
term, therefore, may more properly be applied to 
Timothy himself, as an able supporter of the 
truth, or true religion, in the house of God, or 
congregation of the living God. Here, the imagery 
is critically correct, as a pélar supports the house, 
so Timothy was bound to support the congrega- 
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tion. And it is conformable to the usage of the © 
Apostle, who compares the heads of the Mother 
Church at Jerusalem, Peter, James, the Lord’s 
brother, and John, to “ pillars ;” Galat. ul. 9; 
and to the usage of our Lord himself, who pro- 
mises to his victorious champion, ‘ I will make 
him a pillar, in the temple of my God,” Rev. ils 
12. This instance, surely, is decisive. And the 
following beautiful apostrophe of Gregory Nazi- 
anzen accords therewith: ‘‘ O man of God, faith- 
fal servant and steward of the mysteries of God, 
thou man of spiritual desires, I call thee a pillar 
and bulwark of the truth.” See the Original, 
WVetstein’s note. The expression, is plainly ellip- 
tical, és, being understood, “ as a pillar ;” for so, 
many absolute expressions are to be taken come 
paratively. .The comparison is expressed by Peter, 
representing the faithful, ‘‘ as diving stones, erected 
into a spiritual house,” (as rSor Cwvres omodomerode, 
cmos arveuratinos) 1 Pet. ii. 5. upon “ the twelve 
foundation-stones (Sevexes) inscribed with the 
names of the twelve Apostles of the Lamb.” 
Rev. xxi. 14; and laid upon “ the living stone,” 
or “ rock,” Curist, upon which his Church was 
to be built.” Matt. xvi. 18; 1 Pet. i. 4. Here, 
Seueriov, corresponds to eewya, in the text; which 
renders the imagery of the Apostle critically cor- 
rect, and beautiful throughout, in the case of 
Timothy *. 

* That St. Paul himself considered Christ, as God, is evident 
from his own repeated declarations: That he was an“ Apostle, 
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This interpretation of the passage is given by 
that eminent critic, Gataker, see Poole’s Synopsis ; 
and it was adopted by those great scholars and 
divines, Erasmus, Chillingworth, and Lightfoot ; 
and is still further recommended by its superior 
simplicity and excellence. | 

“The great mystery of Godliness,” of true 
religion, or of “ the truth,” as opposed to “ the 
mystery of iniquity, ungodliness, or false reli- 
gion, 2 Thess. ii. 7. (which was beginning to 
operate, even in the Apostolic age, ) signifies the 
mystical union of the Divine and Human nature 
IN THE ORACLE, at his wncarnation, as noticed 
already. And the amazing process of his “ taber- 
nacling among us, full of grace and truth,” John i. 
14. is next recorded, in succession: ‘ He was 
Justified by THE Spirit, at his baptism, when 
the voice from heaven declared, “ This is my 
BELOVED Son, in whom I am well pleased ;” 
and again, at his ¢transfiguration, with this addi- 
tion, ‘* Hear ye him,” as “ the Prophet like 
Moses,” but greater than Moses, the Divine 
Legislator of mankind, under every dispensation. 
“ He was seen by Angels,” when a multitude of 


not of men, neither by man, but by Jesus Christ.” Gal. i. 
1.—that the Gospel which he preached, was not according to 
man:—-that he received it not from man; neither was he 
taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus Christ.” Gal, i. 11, 
12; compare, 1 Cor. xv. 3—7. In these passages, the 
Apostle clearly distinguishes Christ from man, or mankind s 
and thus teaches by inference, that he is properly God, 
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the heavenly host, at his Nativity, ‘‘ the Sons of 
God, shouted for joy,” “ Giory ro Gon im the 
highest (heavens ;) and on earth, PEACE; GOOD- 
WLLL towards men!” Again, at his. temptation 
by the Devil, that ‘‘ false Angel of hght ;” when 
“true Angels ministered to him.” Again, at his 
bitter agony, in the garden of Gethsemane, when 
“there appeared to him an Angel from heaven, 
strengthening him.” Again, at his resurrection, 
when two Angels appeared at his tomb, to the 
Galilean women, who sought -his body there. 
And lastly, at his dscenszon, when the same two 
Angels, probably, assured his gazing disciples, 
that as they had seen him ‘‘ taken up in glory,” 
so they should likewise see him ‘“ descending in 
glory,” at the regeneration, or restitution of all 
things, as “| THE Prince or Peace.” The fol-. 
lowing sublime invocation to Christ, on his Ascen- 
sion, we owe to Damascenus, A. D. 730, quoted 
by /Vetstein, in his learned note; overlooked, 
alas! by Griesbach. ‘“ O King of Angels, thou 
wast taken up in glory! When the Angelic 
powers saw thee taken up, they shouted, Open the 
gates for our King !” Thus beautifully al- 
Juding to the triumphant hymu recorded in the 
24th Psalm, on the approach of the Mxsstau to 
the spiritual ‘emple, in heaven: ‘ Lift up your 
heads, O ye gates, and be ye lift up, ye everlast- 
ing doors, and the King of Glory shall come 
in !--—-Who is the King of Gloryr Even the 
Lord of Hosts, he is the King of Glory !” 
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Since therefore, the received reading @:0s, poss 
sesses all the indications of intrinsic goodness, in 
its conformity to the text, the context, the design 
of the author, and the circumstances of the Evan- 
gelical History, throughout, we are abundantly 
warranted, by the first Canon of Criticism, to 
retain it as the true, prime, original reading of 
the text. | 

2. Let us next proceed to examine the preten- 
sions of 4. Griesbach himself confesses, that 
“this various reading is more difficult, and un- 
wsual than the rest.” He might justly have added, 
more ungrammatical and absurd. 

To hide its defects, he is forced to alter the 
punctuation of the passage, greatly for the worse ; 
to rend the last clause of the 15th verse from its 
natural connexion with the preceding part; and 
to attach it, awkwardly and abruptly, to the 16th 
verse, thus, 

SUAOs xa Edoaiwux ts arnFeas® xa Smoroysneves [heya 
es) TO TNs EvoEBeLes irusrigioy’ Os sPavegwOn ey OAK He T. AW 

According to: this scheme, the grammatical 
antecedent to 3s, is svtes, which is taken in apposi- 
tlon to ro rvs evosBeras uoTneloY, as if ‘* the mystery 
of godliness,” was “ a pillar of the truth,” which 
(pillar) was manifested in the flesh, &c. but 
waving the glaring incongruity of the imagery, 
whether we refer, &, ‘‘ which” to the pillar, or to 
the mystery, (and there is no other visible ante- 
cedent) the construction of the whole sentence is 
awkward and ungrammatical. The unlucky par- 

H 2 


( 100 ) 


ticle, var, before sucroyeuevws, breaks the connexion, 
and evidently begins a new sentence. And if 
50, pusnoev, in the neuter gender, must be the 
antecedent to és, the masculine pronoun; in direct 
violation of grammar. Nor is Dr. C. a whit 
more successful, in his attempt to reconcile it to 
grammar, by rendering és, he who, and referring it 
to Christ, as the antecedent, understood. For 
what right has he to assume any antecedent, that 
is not expressed in the foregoing part of the sen- 
tence, or even of the whole paragraph? Such an 
unjustifiable licence is not to be borne, or allowed. 
And further, even upon his own principles, there 
is no mystery in the case, as we have seen; since 
Christ is supposed by him, to be a mere man, the 
son of Joseph and Mary. Of the Doctor, indeed, 
we may well say, Incidit in Scyl/am cupiens 
vitare Charybdim ! *Os, therefore, cannot possibly 
stand a moment in competition with ©<@. 

3, Nor is the last various reading, 6, a whit 
more successful. It certainly does not offend 
against grammar, like its partner, because it agrees 
in gender, with pusneiov; but surely, it rather 
savours of absurdity, to say, that a mystery was 
‘taken up, (to heaven) in glory!” Nor is the 
apology offered by its advocates admissible ; that 
the word mystery, is taken sylleptically, or in a 
personal sense, including Christ incarnate, with 
some of the Fathers: Thus Clemens Alexandrinus 
says, fAusnigloy ped NAY ELOOV OF ayYEAO, TOV Xovoror, 
“ The angels saw a mystery with us, namely, the 
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Christ.” Griesbach’s note. But this is a cvata- 
chresis, or ‘ abuse of the term” mystery ; and it is 
not warranted by the following text adduced as 
parallel: ‘‘ God willed to make known to his 
Saints, what is the riches (6 asros) of the glory 
of this mystery, among the Gentiles, which (és) 
is Curist, the hope of glory; whom (avy) we 
preach among you.” Col. i. 27, 28. Here the 
antecedent to és, “ which,” is not “ this mystery,” 
but “the riches of the glory,” or “ the hope of 
the glory :” meaning, that Curist is the rich 
display of the glory, the hope of eternal glory, 
unfolded in the mystery of the calling of the 
Gentiles ; “‘ which mystery was hid from the ages 
and generations (past), but was now manifested to 
his saints.” Col. 1. 26. | 

From this critical survey of the anéernal evidence, 
it indisputably follows, that @c@ is the best read- 
ing, and és, the worst of the three. And conse- 
quently, combining the external evidence which 
concurs in the same verdict, that Griesbach’s 
ejection of ©<@, and substitution of 8s, was utterly 
unjustifiable, and we fear, in wilful opposition to 
his own Canons of Criticism *. 


* It is whimsical enough, that a decided and zealous 
Unitarian has lately taken up the defence of the received 
reading ©:@ in this passage, on the ground both of strzet 
criticism, and ancient authorities : and that he does not scruple 
to charge Griesbach, who proposes the substitution of @s, 
with a corruption of the text, and a total ignorance of the 
Greek language. He goes so far indeed as to assert of 


% 
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3. There still remains the last, and Jeast mate- 
rial branch of his argument, to determine which 
of the three readings was most likely to give birth 
to the rest, and he decides in favour of ®, upon 
the following grounds: ‘ The reading OC, [if 
- genuine,] easily passed into OC, [by the fraud of 
the transcribers ;] since the transcribers were not 
ignorant that this passage was commonly under- 
stood of GoD THE WORD, (@ew royw) ; or it might 
have passed into _O, to agree with the word 
LUSngiov. ‘* On the other hand, if OC was the 
genuine reading, which seemed sufficiently plain 
and was very conformable to the general per- 
suasion of Christians, scarcely any one would 
have forged OC. But OC might have arisen 
from accident, or the carelessness of transcribers, 
from ©C.” 

‘Tf ‘O is supposed to be the primitive reading, 
it is hard to explain how OC could have sprung 
out of it.” “ If then the variety of readings arose 
from accident or negligence of transcribers, OC is 


Griesbach, ‘ that implicit confidence is to be reposed neither 
in his judgment as a critic, nor in his fidelity as an assertor 
of facts.’ And speaking of his elaborate nete in support of 
the reading, 2, ‘ engages to shew, that he has proved nothing 
but his own incompetence as a critic, and his want of fidelity 
as a collator of the ancient copies ;’ and accordingly, pro- 
ceeds to argue, that neither the genius of the Greek, the 
sense of the Apostle, nor the authority of the ancient Fathers, 
will admit any other reading than Oc@.” See Monthly 
Repository, Vole ix. p. 120—123. or Dean Magee’s Postscript, 
pe 102, 
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the most likely, but if the text was designedly cor- 
rupted, then ©C, is most to be suspected.” 

Of the two sources of-various readings here 
assigned by Griesbach, we are persuaded that 
accident or carelessness, was infinitely more pro- 
bable, and prevalent, than fraud, or corruption, 
especially, in the case of omissions like this. 

Assuming therefore, what is abundantly proved, 
that the primitive and genuine reading was OC; 
either accident or decay might easily have effaced 
or worn out the traces of the two horizontal lines ; 
as shewn already, in the cases of the Alevandrine 
and Ephrem manuscripts: ‘This would naturally 
have produced OC. And the same causes might 
have obliterated the second letter C, or ancient 
sigma, and left only the first O, remaining. And 
this will, I trust, be found a more simple and 
satisfactory solution of the two various readings™. 


* The following judicious remark of the learned Mr. 
Wagstaffe, occurs in the last page of his Letters preserved in 
Sion College Library. 

‘¢ There are four manuscripts of Gelasius Cyzicenus’ History 
of the first Council of Nice, in the Vatican library, marked, 
Cod. Vat. 830, 1142, 1163, and Cod. Alex. 73, written in 
the small character, and all modern: the oldest, not sup- 
posed to be earlier than the fourteenth century. All these 
MSS. agree in the reading 6; ePaseguon. 

“© It is a misfortune,” proceeds Mr. Wagstaffe, “ that we 
have no Uncial MSS. of this writer: for if we had, I am 
almost confident we should find it to be ©@c@ there: Tr the 
és, in these four Vatican copies, is an error that might 
naturally arise from the abbreviation of O:@ ; which in the 
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more ancient Uncial MSS. is generally written thus 6G, 
which has nothing to distinguish it from OC, but the Straight 
line within the Theta, which might be slightly drawn, and 
nearly worn out, when it came to be copied; as might also 
the mark of abbreviation above it; so that the transcriber 
might very easily mistake it for OC: And this being viszbly 
an error, it might have been changed into O, in order to 
make it agree with purngor, that goes before. 

“I dont know whether Mr. Berriman will be of my mind, 
but for my own part, I am well satisfied that this is the true 
rise and occasion of that singular reading of this text, in the 
printed Editions of Gelasius,” 


LETTER X. 


Griesbach’s corruption of Acts xx. 28.—proved from the 
external evidence, 1. of Greek MSS. ;—2. of Ancient Ver- 
sions ;—3. of Fathers ;—-4. by the internal evidence of the 
passage ;—-5. by Griesbach’s own Canons of Criticism.— 
Refutation of Griesbach’s and Carpentcr’s objections to the 
received texte—Judicious remarks of Archdeacon Daubeny. 


THE next of the disputed texts that comes under 
consideration, is Acts xx. 28; in which, Gries- 
bach has not hesitated, to expunge t+ ©cs from the 
text, and substitute rs xves In its room; and also, 
to insert the various reading, re xvgis xa: @cs, in the 
inner margin of his page, as preferable thereto: 
alledging, that ‘‘ he could not decide otherwise, 
upon the testimony adduced, without contradict- 
ing himself, and violating the established laws of 
criticism.” P. 115, 116, note. And implicitly _ 
adopting his alteration, Dr. Carpenter asserts, 
“ Luke certainly wrote (rs xves) the Lord.” 
Unitarianism, p. 150. 

Bound as we are “ ¢o prove all things,” not 
taking any thing upon trust; let us examine the 
several branches of this testimony, beginning, ac- 
cording to his order, with 


A.) THE EXTERNAL EVIDENCE. 
1, GREEK MANUSCRIPTS. 
The received reading Oc, is supported by that 
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most ancient and venerable MS. B *, the Vatican, 
and 17 others, marked 4, 22, 46, 65, 66, 68, 
84", 89*; and as far as may be collected from 
the st/ence of the collators, 7, 12, 16; 3,255.37, 
39, 56, 64. The positive testimony of one of the 
latter class, 25, (the Westminster MS.) which 
Griesbach reckons “ among the éefter sort, 
though not the best,” is confirmed by Nolan, wha 
collated it in the British Museum, where it is 
marked, Harl. 5537. 68. (the Upsal,) he com- 
mends as ‘‘ sometimes agreeing with the best 
manuscripts, and with Finetti’s edition of 7 heophy- 
fact ;” and, of the rest, 4, 7, 10,99, 23.537, sme 
46, 56, he reckons of the saine family; and all 
containing good readings, supported by a few other 
manuscripts, though their peculiar readings are 
of very little value, a few of 16 excepted. 

But Griesbach endeavours to set aside the tes- 
timony of the principal MS. the Vatican, B, by 
the following note in the Addenda, furnished by 
Professor Birch, the collator himself, in the pre- 
face to his Collection of Various Readings on the 
text of the Apocalypse, p. xxxix. 

“ When I was attentively re-examining the 
sheets containing my collation of this manuscript 
(B,) I found nothing noted respecting the reading, 
sxxhnovay +8 Ozs, NOY any other reading in this place ; 


* B, 84, and 89, are inserted from Birch’s Collations, 
among the Addenda ad Acta Apostolorum, at the end of 
Griesbach’s second volume, 1806, pe [34.] 
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so that I dare not pronounce for certain, what 
may be found written in our manuscript. How- 
ever, I can scarcely doubt, that if any variety of 
reading had taken place in our mauuscript, it 
would not have escaped my attention ; since I in- 
tended to examine this remarkable place above all 
others, in all the manuscripts that came in my 
way. To whom the fault is to be imputed, 
whether to the printer or to me, that the reference 
‘to ‘ Vat. 1209, (i. e. B,) glided into this place, 
I am totally ignorant. But, it appears, from 
what was said before, that it ought to be ex- 
punged.” 

Here the Professor appears to be over-scru- 
pulous: and his premises do not warrant his con- 
clusion. For, surely, upon the same principle, 
that Griesbach collected the received reading to 
have been found in zie manuscripts, 7, 12, 16, 
&c. viz. from the st/ence of the collators respect- 
ing any other; Birch should have drawn the 
same inference, from his original collation; and 
the more so, on account of his pre-determined 
attention to this very passage. Why he should 
find fault with himself, or his printer, for the re- 
ference, ‘‘ Vat. 1209,” seems totally unaccount- 
able, from any thing that appears in this note. 
And that he was, indeed, fully justified in the 
reference, is ascertained, beyond dispute, by the 
positive testimony, adduced by Nolan, Inquiry, 
&c. p. 283; which I am happy to transcribe from 
his note, 24°, 


© ty: 


‘* The rue reading of this celebrated manuscript 
is set out of dispute by the following document, 
which is deposited in Sion College; to which my 
attention was directed by my learned friend, Mr. 
MWatts, the librarian. In a collation of the Vatican 
manuscripts, made by Dr. Berriman, when engaged 
in the defence of 1 Tim. iii. 16, the annexed read- 
ing of the Vatican manuscript appears; the fol- 
lowing note being prefixed to the papers in which 
it is found, in the hand-writing of Dr. Berriman. 

* In the year 1738, I obtained from the very 
learned Mr. Thomas Wagstaffe, then at Rome, a 
more exact and particular account of the Greek 
manuscripts of St. Paul's Epistles, in the Vatican 
library, and that of Cardinal barberini, than had 
been ever before communicated to the world. Mr. 
Wagstaffe had for some time tree access to the 
Vatican, and the liberty of collating manuscripts, 
an the absence of the librarian ; and in that time, 
I was favoured with the accurate collation of four 
texts, which I desired, (Acts xx. 28; Rom. ix. 5; 
1 Tim. ii. 16; and 1 John v. 7.) And of five 
more added thereto, (Gal. i. 12; Phil. i. 6; Col. 
i. 9; Tit. i. 13; and 1 John v. 0.7) 

“ The following collation of the disputed text, 
is added, along with the above cited, in Mr. Wag- 
staffe’s hand.” : 

‘ Acts xx. 28, xposeyere Exvrois, xan wave TH) WOLVlwy 


sy wy UIAAS TO WVEULA TO HYyloV EXETO ETIOKOMSS, WOUAGIVELY THY 


annAnaiay 78 Oss, nv BEpiexomnaeto dia Te aiat@ Te Wis, 
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MS. Bible from which Sirtus V.’s Septuagint was 
printed.’ 

© And this testimony (adds Nolan,) is confirmed 
by the collation which was made of this manuscript 
for Dr. Bentley, which was published by Dr. Ford, 
‘at the end of his fragmenta Vers. Sahid. Oxon. 
1799. As it notes no various reading of this 
text, but re aiuarG ra dian *, p. 74, the manuscript 
must have read with the copy that was collated, 
sxxrnoiay ts Ocs.” 

Now this is another case precisely in point with 
Professor Birch’s. And, therefore, the reading of 
the Vatican B. is irrefragably established by the 
testimony of three original, independent, and re- 
spectable witnesses, Birch, Wagstaffe, and Ford, 
vouched by Berriman, Watts, and Nolan. 

The second reading, xves, is supported by ten 
manuscripts, namely, A, C, D, E, 13, 15, 18, 36, 
40, 69; and by three more in the Addenda, 73, 
81, and the Moscow B, which belonged to Chry- 
sostom, according to Matthei on Ephes. iv. 9. 
But A, the Alexandrine, follows the inferior Pa- 
lestine recension in St. Paul’s Epistles; and C, 
the Ephrem rescriptus, D. the Clermont, and its 
copy E. the Sangerman, with 13, do all abound in 


* This more emphatic reading, da t¥ dipar® te sis, “ by 
his own blood,” is further supported by the Uncial manuscripts, 
A, C, D, E; by 15, 31, 33, 34, 36, 40, 69, 73, 81; by the 
Moscow manuscript, e; by the Armenian and Slavonic ver- 
sions, and by Jreneus ; and is, therefore, judiciously substi- 
tuted in Griesbach’s text, for the received, 7s ie aint. 
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most grievous errors, by Griesbach’s own confes- 
sion; the rest are modern, not earlier than the 
11th or 12th century, and one, 40, the Montfort, 
of the 15th or 16th century; whose testimony 
Griesbach undervalues and sets at nought, in the 
case of 1 John v. 7. 

The third reading, xups ©ce, is supported by 3, 
and by 95, in the Addenda. 

The fourth, cs xa xveis, by 47, alone. 

The fifth, xvgis xa @ex, by forty-seven manuscripts, 
namely, G, 1, 2, 5,6, 8, 9, 10,11, 14, 17, 19, 20, 21, 
24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 
49, 43, 45, 57, 63, 66, 67, Lectionar. 2, 5, and by 
the A/oscow manuscripts, a 2, b,c, d, e, f, k, 1, m, 
x, W, and by eighteen more in the Addenda, namely, 
98, sixteen of Birch’s, namely, 72, 74, 75, 76, 78, 
80, 85, 86, 87, 88, 91, 92, 93, 94, 96, and the 
Laurentian, 27, of the VIth shelf. It is also sup- 
ported by the Complutensian and Plantin editions. 
And from these numerous testimonies, JZatthai, 
who confines himself merely to manuscripts, has 
not hesitated to introduce this reading into his cri- 
tical edition of the Greek ‘Testament. | 


2. ANCIENT VERSIONS. 


‘The received reading ©», is supported by the La- 
tin Vulgate, the Philovenian Syriac in the text; by 
the Athiopic, according to Mil/*; and most proba- 

® Mill followed the Latin translation of the Z’thiopic ver- 


sion in the London Polyglott Bible,—ut pascatis domum 
Christianam Dez, 
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bly, bythe Peshito, or Vulgate Syriac, which reads 
Xeiss, both in the printed editions and in the Nes- 
torian manuscripts of the Vatican. But as this 
solitary reading is unsupported by a single manu- 
script, and found in no other Version than the 
Arabic of Erpenius, copied from the Syriac ; it 
is highly probable, that the primitive reading of the 
Greek manuscript, from which the Peshito was 
translated, was @zs; which was restored in the 
later Philovenian; and is strongly confirmed by 
the Syriac title of Psalm cxiv. ‘In which is the 
remarkable expression, ‘‘ Zo the incarnate God 
Jesus Christ, who redeemed us by his blood,” evi- 
dently collected from the parallel texts, Acts xx. 
28; 1 Tim. in. 16. /¥Vetstein has candidly no- 
ticed this remarkable expression, p. 597, which 
ought not to have been omitted by his copier, 
Griesbach. Griesbach is also severely censured 
by Wakefield for representing the testimony of the 
Asthiopic version as ambiguously denoting either 
©ze, or xvpis.— ‘* Most unjustifiable is this assertion 
of Griesbach, Athiops habet vocabulum quo 
semper utitur, sive © in Greeca veritate legatur, 
sive xve@ 3 neutri rgitur lectioni favet: which is 
infamously false. On the contrary, as far as my 
recollection will carry me, this translator ever 
employs the word here introduced, but to signify 
THE SUPREME Gop alone. See Castell’s Lexicon, 
sna. (Bahar.)” MWakefield’s Translation N. T. 
note on the place. N. B. This. reference to 
Castell’s Lexicon is incorrect: I tind nothing there, 
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in the Ethiopic, under this root, corresponding to 
Acts xx. 28. 

The second reading xvas, is supported by the 
Coptic, Sahidic, the Armenian, and the Philox- 
enian Syriac, in the margin. 

The third, xvpis @cz, by the Arabic, in the Lon- 
don Polyglott. 

The fourth, xvgis xa: Oce, by the Slavonic, both 
editions, and manuscripts. 


3. FATHERS. 


The received reading @2, is supported by the 
following: from whom we shall extract the sub- 
stance of the citations given by Metstein, and more 
fully, by Nolan, Inquiry, &c. pp. 286—289. Gries- 
bach gives only their names, from Vetstein. | 

Ignatius, of the Apostolic age, in his genuine 
epistles*, greeting the Church of Ephesus, “ by the 
will of the Father, and of Jesus Christ our God,” 
(re @zx jw) congratulates them, on ‘* being imi- 
tators of God, stirring up themselves, by the blood 
of God, (uinras ovres re Ose, avagwnupavres ev aimars 
@es.) Epist. ad Ephes. 1. 

Tertullian, A. D. 200, says, “* As far as I 
know, we are not our own, but are bought with 
a price, (1 Cor. vi. 19, 20.) And what a price? 
with the blood of God,’ (sanguine Dei). Ad 
Uxor, lib. it. cap. 3,-p.. 175. 


* The spurious Epistles of Ignatius are cited in fayour of 
xveig. See Nolan, Inquiry, p. 516. 
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Athanasius, A.D. 326, cites the text, accord- 
ing to the received reading, Tnyv exxaAnoray re Seu. 
Epist. ad Serap. tom. ii. p. 653. 

Basil, A. D. 370, says, ‘* The good shepherd 
lays down his life for the sheep. (John x. 15.) 
Lake heed to yourselves, to feed the Church of 
God.” Mor. reg. lxxiii. cap: 16, tom. ii. p. 285. 

Lpiphanius, his contemporary, cites the text 
twice, according to the received reading. Heres. 
Ixxiv. p. 895, a: and in Ancora. lxix. 

Ambrose, A.D. 374, cites the Latin Vulgate 
text. De Spir. Sanct. lib. ii. cap. 13. tom. ii. p. 
663, d. 

Chrysostom, A.D. 398, after reciting the re- 
ceived text twice, concludes thus: ‘* Observe how 
many duties are imposed upon you: ye have your 
election from the Spirit, for this is the meaning of | 
eQero (hath made) this is the first duty: next, to 
feed the Church of God.” In Act. Apost. Homil. 
xliv. tom. ix. p. 333, a: ‘ 

Tbas, in the next century, writes thus: “ God 
who always takes care of his own Church, ran- 
somed with his own blood, was pleased to soften 
the heart of the Lygyptian.”  Epist. ad Marin. 
‘Labbe et Cossart Concilia, tom, iv. p. 665. 

Pope Celestine, A: D. 422, cites the Latin Vul- 
gate text, Epist. ad Synod. Ephes. Baluz. Nov. 
Collect. Concil. tom. i. p. 491. ‘ 

Fulgentius, A.D. 404, after citing the Latin 
Vulgate text, thus speaks of the Lord’s supper. 
‘ Tn that sacrifice, there is a thanksgiving, and a 
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eommemoration of the flesh of Christ, and of 
the blood which the same God (idem Deus) shed 
for us.” Max. Biblioth. Patr. tom. ix. p. 80, h. 

Ferrand, his contemporary, also cites the Latin 

Vulgate text. Ibid. p: 506, h. 

~ Primasius in Apoc. cap. vii. is cited by Wetstewn 
and Griesbach. But Nolan could find no refer- 
ence there to Acts xx. 28. Nor is his authority 
cited by Bengel, or Sabatier. — 

Antiochus, in the next century; cites the re- 
ceived reading of the text. Homil. cxxii. and \xi. 
Auctar. Bibl. Patr. tom-i. pp. 1214, 1129. Paris, 
1624. 

Pope Martin, in a Council held at Rome, A.D. 
650, recites both the received reading of the text, 
and the Vulgate translation. Labbe et Cossart 
Concil. tom. vi. p. 93, 94. 

The venerable Bede, A. D. 701, cites the text 
from the Latin Vulgate, and explains it thus: “The 
Apostle does not hesitate to call it ‘ the blood of 
God, on account of the union of person in the 
two natures of the same Jesus Christ.” In Acta 
Apost. Oper. tom. v. p. 659. edit. 1612. 

Etherius, some time after, cites the text from 
the Latin Vulgate, and explains it thus: “ What 
God is meant, the sequel demonstrates, ‘ by his 
blood. Here the Apostle, by the mention of 
deity and blood, associated divine and human mat- 
fers.” Max. Biblioth. Patr. tom. xin. p. 383. 

(Ecumienius, A.D. 950, cites the received read- 
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ing of the text. Comm. in Act. Apost. tom. i. 
p. 152. ed. 1694. 

Theophylact, A.D. 1070, does the same. Oper. 
tom. iii. p. 290. Venet. 1658. And he elsewhere 
says, ‘ Do not we eat the divine body, and drink 
the blood of God, (ro aima re Jes) every time that 
we approach his presence at the mystic table?” 
Comment.-in Luc. xiii. 26, 

To these, we may add some valuable authoritiés, 
cited by Vetstein, but omitted by Griesbach and 
Nolan. 

Chrysostom. Homil. i. in Acta. Though the 
Apostles discoursed so much about Christ, they 
said di¢tle indeed about his divinity, but reasoned 
a great deal about his humanity and his passion.” 
(orrya [AEY TEpL TAS Jeornt@ avrg ELONKaOL > Ta OF WEtoveL TEDE 
ts avtowmornr@® Sisdeyovro nas 78 mates.) JVetstein 
strangely mistakes this, as if “ Luke did not ex- 
pressly teach the divinity of Christ /°—the phrase 
“ said /z¢tle about it,” intimates surely, that some- 
thing was said about it, though but little, compared 
with what was said about his humanity and passion: 
That little was contained in Acts xx. 28. 

Lipistola Synodi V1.in Trullo. A.D. 680. “God; 
being sacrificed and distributed for the purchase of 
both bodies and souls; ministers divine gifts ta the 
partakers.” And in Canon iii.—< the awful sa- 
erilice of our great God, and victim; and high- 
priest. ” | 

Synod. Niczn. ii. A.D. 787, citing the life of 
Mary the Mother of Christ :—“ The God, whom 

1a 
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thou didst bear, gave his ow? blood a counter 
ransom for me.” 

Miri ad Toh) t.itop. 975 Mole Gea 
peace, who reconciled us by the cross ; and wher 
we were enemies redeemed us with his own blood.” 

Georgius Pachymeres, V. p. 205, Anno 1304: 
“© The God of peace who gave his own blood for 
his holy Church.” 

Arethas in Apoc. ix. 91. “ By the grace and 
benevolence of Christ our God, who willingly en- 
dured the cross for us.” 

Leontius contr. Nestorium, ill. 41, uses the 
phrase, “ blood of God.” 

The second reading, xopw, according to V etstemn 
and Griesbach, is supported by the following Fa . 


+ 


thers. 

Treneus*, Eusebius, Athanasius, Chrysostom, 
Ammonius, Maximus, Antonius, Thas, Lucifer; 
Jerome, Augustine, Sedulius, Alcimus, the Apos- 
tolical Constitutions, the second council of Car- 
thage, (which in the Greek, however, reads See.) 

The third, xs xa Sex, only by Theophylact. 

From this connected and enlarged view of the 
several branches of the erternal evidence, we seem 
watranted to conclude, 


* In the Latin translation of part of Treneus, of which 
the original is lost, the text is cited—regere ecclesiam Domini. 
Adverse Heres. lib, iii. cap. 15. p. 201. But, from the sub- 
ject matter, namely, “ the more hidden mysteries taught by 
Pauli,” Nolan conjectures, that Ireneus wrote te Sse, rather 


than ve xveize Inquiry, p- 517, 518. 
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1. The testimony of Manuscripts is pretty 
equally divided between the three disputed read- 
ings. 

If xvg#s be supported by a greater number of 
Uncial MSS. ACDE; Ye is supported by B 
of the highest authority ; and «opis x21 See, though 
deficient in this respect, for G, is not earlier than 
the nznth century, yet is most numerously supported 
by manuscripts of different families, and especially 
by the AZoscow manuscripts, and by the Complu- 
tensian edition. 

The ancient Versions, supporting %ce and 
xves, are equal to each other in number indeed, 
but the former are superior in weight. For the 
Latin Vulgate, the Philovenian Syriac, and the 
A thiopic, in favour of Ses, are of higher authority 
than their competitors, the Coptic, Sahidic, and 
Armenian. The compound reading xvas x2 See, 18 
unsupperted by any but the Sclavonic ; which is 
closely connected with the AZoscow manuscripts. 

3. The testimony of the Lathers is greatly in 
favour of Ses. For though a considerable number 
of counter-testimonies in favour of xp, are named 
by WVetstein, and copied by Griesbach ; yet no 
citations from thence are adduced by either, which 
leads us to suspect, that their testimony is either 
spurious, slight, or else refuted by the express ci- 
tations on the other side. Thus, the objection of 
Athanasius to the phrase, “ the blood of God,” as 
‘ being no where used in Scripture; and to be 
reckoned among the daring fabrications of the 
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Arians,” recorded by Wetstein, p. 597, is abun- 
dantly refuted by his own counter-testimony, citing 
the received reading of Acts xx. 28, and by the 
frequent use of the phrase by the Orthodox Fathers, 
Tenatius, Tertullian, Leontius, Fulgentius, Bede, 
Theophylact, &c. as we have seen. The objec- 
tion, therefore, was urged inconsiderately, and pro- 
bably in the warmth of controversy; i which 
Athanasius was perpetually engaged with the 
Arians, his incessant persecutors. 

Kuo xa: See, is unsupported by the Fathers Be 
fore Theophylact ; and is contradicted by his tes- 
timony in favour of Sex. | | 
~ Fyrom this summary of the external evidence, it 
appears to preponderate, upon the whole, in sup- 
port of Se. 
~ Let us next proceed to examine 


B.) THE INTERNAL EVIDENCE. 


The whole passage runs thus:— 

“ Take heed, therefore, unto yourselves, and to 
all the flock over which the Hory Guosr hath 
made you overseers ; to feed the Church of Gon, 
which He purchased with has own blood.” 

In this pastoral exhortation to the elders of the 
‘Church of Ephesus, assembled at Afiletus™, St. 
Paul seems to have had principally in his view 


* Miletus was remarkable, in the classic authors, for its 
fine breed of sheep, and the excellence of their wool ; which 
gives a peculiar elegance and propriety to the exhortations 
See We etstein’s note. 
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eur Lerd’s original exhortation to Peter: Feed my 
dambs—feed my sheep—follow me.” John xxi. 15 
——19. To which St. Peter more expressly refers, 
in his similar exhortation :—‘ Heed the flock of 
Gop among you (roev duu roznov v8 Sex) Overseeing 
it (<micxorsyres) not by constraint, but willingly; 
not for filthy lucre, but with a ready mind ; not as 
lording it over the heritage, but becoming models 
to the flock.” (cur Te Fi ospnvtss ) 1 Petpvi@: Sid ones 
Christ’s fleck (‘* my lambs, iny sheep”) is styled 
‘* the flock of God.” And by the same analogy, 
Christ’s Church, (which he calls “ my Church,” 
Matt. xvi. 16,) is styled in the text, “ the Church 
of God: andin St. Paul’s parallel exhortation to his 
favourite pupil Z2mothy—*“ to behave himself as a 
pillar and bulwark of the truth, in the house of 
God,” he styles it, ‘‘ the Church of the living 
God;” meaning thereby, the incarnate ‘‘ God, 
who was manifested in the flesh,” &c. 1 Tim. ii. 
15, 16, ‘in whom was life,” John i. 4; “ the re- 
surrection and the life,” John xi, 25; ‘ having 
life in himself” equally with the Father, John v. 
26; and who, in his last glorious manifestation to 
his beloved disciple, styled himself “‘ the first, and 
the blast, and the living—lving for evermore, 
Amen.” Rev. 1. 18; who was ‘“ the everliving 
Redeemer” of Job, xix. 25, and of the Patriarchs, 
from the first ages of the world. 

And the received reading, though absolute in 
form, re Jes, must be understood relatively, by a 
usual ellipsis of the pronoun, for ra See juwr, “ our 
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God*,” namely, “ our great God} and Saviour, 
Jesus Christ.” Tit. ii. 13. This is irretragably 
proved by Bishop Pearson on the Creed, Art. IT. 
p. 129, 130. Of whose masterly but concise ar- 
gument, the following is an abstract and explana- 
nation. 

* But this God (Acts xx. 28) may and must be 
understood of Christ. It may, because he hath 
—it must, because no other person which is called 
God, hath so purchased the Church. We were 
not redeemed with corruptible things, as silver and 
gold, but with the preceous blood of Christ, 1 Pet. 
118,19. With this price we were bought, 1 
Cor. vi. 20; and, therefore, it may well be said, 
that Christ our God, hath purchased us with his 
own blood. 

‘* But no other person which is, or is called 
God, can be said so to have purchased us, because 
it is an act belonging properly to the mediator- 
ship; and there is but one Mediator between God 
and man, 1 ‘Tim. 11.5. And the Church is sanc- 
tified through the offering of the body of Jesus, 
once for all, Heb. x. 10. Nor can the expres- 
sion of this act peculiar to the Son, be attributed 
to the Father; because this blood signifieth death: 
and though the Father be omnipotent, and can do 
all things, yet He cannot die, [who only hath im- 


* It was so understood by Ignatius, Arethas, &c. See 
the foregoing citations. 

+ It was so understood by the VIth hose Cone 
canon ill. cited by Wetstein above. 
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mortality. 1 Tim. vi. 16.] And though it might 
be said that He purchased us, because He gave 
his Son to be a ransom for us [Jobn iii. 16; Matt. 
xx. 28 ;] yet it cannot be said that He did it by his 
own blood ; for then it would follow, that He gave 
not his Son: or that the Son and the Father were 
the same person. LGeside, it 1s very observable, 
that this particular phrase of div cine, his own 
blood, is in the Scripture, put by way of opposi- 
tion, to aiza aarroreiv, the blood of another : | Heb. 
ix. 12—95.] And howsoever we may attribute 
the acts of the Son to the Father, because sent by 
Him; [1 John iv. 9, 10] yet we cannot but ac- 
knowledge, that the blood and death was of ano- 
ther than the Father [namely Christ:] “ Not 
with the blood of goats and calves, but with his 
own blood, he entered into the sanctuary once 
for all (cqanz’)—Not that he should offer him- 
self often (aorraus) as the High Priest entereth into 
the sanctuary every year with the blood of others. 
Christ appeared once (4m2£) to put away sin by 
the sacrifice of himself, Heb. ix. 12—26. He 
then, which purchased us, wrought it by his own 
blood, as a High Priest opposed to the Aaronical, 
who made atonement by the 4/ood of others: but 
~ the Father taketh no priestly office ; neither could 
_He be opposed to the legal High Priest, as not 
- dying himself, but giving another. Wherefore, 
wheresoever the Father and the Son are described 
toyether as working the salvation of man, the 
blood by which it is wrought is attributed to the 
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son, not to the Father; as when St. Paul speaketh 
of the redemption that is in Jesus Christ ; whom 
God hath set forth to be a propitiation, through 
faith in his blood (ars) to declare his own righ- 
feousness (adre, for tute) Rom. iil. 25.— His 
own righteousness,” hath reference to God the 
Father ; but “ his blood,” [corresponding to ‘‘ his 
own blood,” Acts xx. 28.] must be referred to 
Christ the Son—because it cannot be attributed to 
the Father. ‘ It is [further] observable, that the 
author of the Racovian Catechism, in his answer 
to this place of Scripture, doth never make the 
least mention of div, or proprizn, but only affirms 
that “ the blood of Christ may be called the blood 
of the Father,” (and totidem verbis, did Socinus 
answer Wickus before) but in his whole answer, 
concealed the force of ov; whereas the strength 
of our argument lies in these words, dia rs aie 
xizer@, OF as more emphatically expressed, die re 
vivar® re dw. Pearson, p. 129, note. 

And to evade the force of this argument, we 
may add, that Wakefield strangely interprets rz de 
aiar® here, “ his own Son.” Because in the 
heathen classics, blood sometimes denotes off- 
spring. 


Prejice tela manu, sANGUIS MEUS! 7Eneid. vi. 836. 


Thus rashly adopting “ erroneous doctrines, and 
impious conceptions of the Deity,” while he affects 
to avoid them. | 
Griesbach also objects, that ‘“ the context cri- 
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tically distinguishes the Wather by the term @éeos, 
and the Son by xve@, in the 19, 21, 24, 95, 27, 
32, 35, verses of this chapter; and, therefore, the 
same distinction is to be observed in this 28th 
verse.” 

But we can see good reason for the received 
reading: xvgos may be ambiguously applied to 
God or Man ; whereas, the grand mystery of our 
redemption requires that the divinity of the great 
Author and Finisher of our faith, should be un- 
equivocally expressed, as it is by the term @cs. And 
hence, we may presume, the phrase, exxansz rs Ocw, 
“ the Church of God,” prevails throughout the 
New Testament ; it occurs in ten other places of 
St. Paul’s Epistles, namely, 1 Cor. 1.2; x. 32; 
aris 16, 988 six 0 22" Cor. 15 “Gall sd) 
Thess. i. 14; 2 Thess. i. 43; 1 Tim. in. 53 (this 
last passage bears a strong analogy to 1 Tim. ii. 
15, and confirms the foregoing interpretation of 
ze Cwvr@.) On the contrary, the phrase exxanci« 
<8 xvgie occurs no where in the New Testament*. 
This argument seems to be decisive in support of 
the received reading. How its force could have 
escaped Griesbach, is passing strange! | 


* The phrase exxancie re xvpx, usually rendered * the con- 
gregation of the Lord ;” occurs frequently in the Septuagint 
Version of the Old Testament, Numb. xvi. 3 3 xxvii. 17, &e. 
and might from thence have crept into the text, as Griesbach 
himself notices, though not with approbation. Might not 
the phrase sxxanoie tz Sex, be preferred in the New Testament, 
as founded on a new and better covenant? John i. 16,17. 
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Yo evade this argument, however, he objects, 
that ‘‘ the phraseology, in the disputed text, is not 
Paul's but Luke's.” 

But, surely, the whole discourse is attributed to 
St. Paul, and, therefore, is likely to be given in his 
own words. Besides, Luke's phraseology is differ- 
ent; i two and twenty places at least, he uses the 
expression, ” exdnsa, “ the Church,” absolutely. 
Had he followed his own phraseology, he would 
probably have written, THY EXXANTIaY, Hy Oo xupi@s 


TEpieMoinsaro diz Ta aluatG-atrs, as acutely remarked 


by Nolan, p. 255 

Dr. Carpenter, also, objects to the received 
translation of sepiemomsaro, “ purchased,” and pre- 
fers ‘* acquired or gained.” Unitarianism, &c. 
315. But the former is more appropriate. And, 
accordingly, it is retained even by the Unitarian 
version—-(no mean authority with his school.) 
Which likewise, properly enough, renders 2c as 
mepimonoy, “ a purchased people.” 1 Pet. il. 9. 
And this is perfectly conformable to the whole 
tenor of Scripture, which represents us as bought 
with a price, 1 Cor. vi. 20, and that price was the 
death of Christ ; who-came into the world, as the 
Son of Man, to give his life a ransom for 
many ; Matt. xx. 28; Mark x. 45, a ransom for 
all. | Tim.ii. 5. For Christ redeemed (céayopace’) 
us from the curse of the law, becoming a curse for 
us. Gal. 11. 13. “© Thou wast slain, and hast 
bought us to God (ayogasas ry @ew) by thy blood, 
out of every tribe and language, and people and 
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nation.” Rev. v. 9. In this luminous passage; 
all the circumstances of an actual purchase are 
enumerated, namely, the price, the purchaser, and 
to whom the price was paid. See Nares’s excellent 
Remarks on the Unitarian Version, p. 240—242, 
second edition *; 

Notwithstanding this, Dr, Carpenter still con- 


* The following eloquent passage, is furnished by a learned 
and dear friend,—the Rev. Lancelot Sharpe. 

‘“ Venit Repemror, et dedit pretium; fudit sarguinem 
suum, emit orbem terrarum. Queritis quid emerit? Videte 
quid dederit, et invenite quid emerit. Sanguis Christi pre- 
tittm est. Tanti quid valet? Quid nisi totus orbis? quid, 
nisi omnes gentes? Valde ingrati sunt pretio suo, aut mul- 
tum superbe sunt; qui dicunt, aut edlud tam parvum esse, ut 
solos Afros emerit; aut se tam magnos esse, pro quibus solis 
illud sit datum. Non ergo exsultent, non superbiant : pro fote 
dedit, quantum dedit. Novit quid emerit, quia novit guanté 
emerit.”—Augustini Enarratio in Psal. xev. p. 1035. Edits 
Benedict. Paris. 1681. " 

Which may be thus closely translated: 

“The RepEEMER came, and gave a price; he shed his 
blood, and purchased the world.—Do ye inquire what he pur- 
chased ? See what he gave, and ye will find what he pur. 
chased. The blood of Christ is the price: how great is its 
value? Surely, no less than the whole world: surely no less 
than all nations. How very ungrateful then, for such a price 
as his, or how exceeding proud, are they, who say, either that 
such a price is so little, as may suffice only to purchase the 
Africans (the Donatists) ; or that they are so great themselves, 
as to require that it should be given for them alone. There- 
fore, let them not exult, let them not overvalue themselves: 
He gave for the whole whatever he gave. He knew what he 
purchased, because he knew for ow much he purchased. 
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tends, that. the death of our Saviour was @ price 
not literally but figuraticely*; for the former 
would imply a seller; and, assuredly, (says he,) 
we were not bought from God, but ¢o God.” p. 
322. This is not so perfectly certain as the 
Doctor reckons: undoubtedly, our lives were for- 
feited under the curse of the law; to whom then 
was the price, or forfeit, paid? Not “ to Satan, 
to whom we were in bondage,” (according to 
Locke’s idle notion, adopted by some Unitarians,) 
but rather, to Gop THE Faruer. If it should 
seem strange, that Gop should be made the agent 
on both sides; we can only explain it, with the 
judicious Nares, in the words of St. Paul: “ Now 
all things are or Gop; who was zm Currst, 
reconciling the world to H1mser;” which if it 
does not satisfy Unitarians, 1 cannot help it.” 
Remarks, p. 245. 

Dr. C. however,, still further objects to the lite- 
ral acceptation of a price or purchase, the censure 


* The following, is the excellent remark of Archdeacon 
Daubeny, Charge, June, 1815;~p. 45. deduced from Rev. v. 
g.—“ The real fact in the case of the Unitarian is briefly 
this: That unequivocal and overwhelming evidence which 
the sacred writings bear to the character of Christ, as the 
_ great propitiatory ransom for mankind; so decisive of the 
doctrine which the Christian maintains, and the Unitarian 
unhappily rejects; bears so hard against his Antichristian 
system, that he finds no other way to get clear of the 
_ difficulty, than to hide the truth under a veil of his own 

making, by placing the whole subject of Redemption in @ 
metaphorical light.” 
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ipplied to the false prophets and false teachers 
of the latter times, “ even denying the Lord 
(deoworny) that bought them,” 2 Pet. ii. 1. “ For, 
says he, “ the appellation, dIesrorns Sovereign Lord 
being appropriate to Gon, this passage must be 
referred to Him. Comp. Exod. xv. 16; Deut. 
xxx. 6.” Unitarianism, p. 322. 

Dr. C. is too peremptory: the expression d<oxorns, 
is indeed applied to the Father, Acts iv. 24; 
Jude 4; and, perhaps, to the Holy Ghost, Luke 
i. Z6—29; Rev. vi. 103 but it cannot be apphed 
to any other than the Gam here, without either 
expressly contradicting Rev. v. 9; or else, unavoid- 
ably involving us in Sabellianism, identifying the 
Father with the Son: a dilemma from which we 
leave Dr. C. to extricate himself, if he can. 

C.) The received reading is also powerfully 
supported by Griesbach’s Canons or Criricism,. 
which we shall endeavour to establish, illustrate, 
and vindicate, even against himself. 

The following canon cited by -him, as urged in 
favour of the received reading, p. 116, is ably 
collected from his own Prolegomena, .p. Ixi. Reg. 
Gath 

‘That various reading ought to be preferred to 
all the rest, which is more unusual, difficult, and 
harsh, and is apparently false ; such as this, 
which ro Gop attributes blood.” 

To this he weakly objects, ‘ This critical canon 
is to be understood of a difficult and unusual reads 
ing, which is supported by the authority of some 
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gittvé and ancient witnesses at least.” But surely 
the received reading $s, is supported by a grave 
and ancient witness, the Vatican MS. B. And 
this one is sufficient to establish it, when combined 
with its irtrinsic goodness (Canon I. parti. Proleg: 
p. lix.) upon his own principles :—For, ‘ It may 
happen (says he) that a particular reading may be 
illumined with so many internal indications of 
excellence, 4s to be sufficiently supported by two 
withesses, provided they belong to different classes 
or families ; nay even by a single witness.” Proleg. 
p. Ixi. note. | 

He next, in the following sentence, incon- 
sistently endeavours to invalidate the application 
of the rule to the case before us. 

‘¢ Besides, in the age in which the surviving 
manuscripts were written, the formula in question 
(the blood of God) was not absolutely unusual ; 
nor did it appear to be harsh or false, to most 
Catholics: they were rather pleased with such 
paradores (oeymoris) and frequently reckoned 
the use of them as an indubitable mark and test of . 
their Orthodoxy.” And he afterwards invidiously 
contrasts their conduct, with that of the earlier 
Fathers; ‘‘ some of whom, says he, and among 
them Athanasius himself, contr. Apollinar: 
denied that civ Ss, was read in the Scriptures.” 
And he endeavours to confirm this, by “ the 
silence of the Orthodox Divines respecting this 
phrase, in their controversies with the Heretics.” 
But this surely is contradicted by the appeals of 
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- the early. Fathers: thereto, Ignatius, T ertuliian, 
&e. and by the counter-testimony of Athanasius 
hitnself, to. the reading S<+, as noticed before. 

The received reading is confirmed. also by the 
latter branch of Griesbach’s first Canon of Criti- 
cism, Proleg. p, tix. i 

‘Or, That reading is to be preferred, which 
is of such a nature, that supposing it to be the 
primitive, it may be easily understood how all the 
rest might have been derived from it; either by 
the mistake of transcribers, or by the impertinent 
ofliciousness (inept sedulitate) of scribes, gr ‘am- 
marians, commentators, or critics.” 

And the best application of these two Canons 
of Criticism, to the case in question, is furnished 
by a master-critic, the learned professor Michaelis, 
Marsh’s Translat. Vol. I. p. 33 

“ Of the following Hitec readings, (Acts 
XX. 28) Ses, xugis, XeIsb, xveis Seu, See xan xugis, xvoIe 
xai Sew, the first is probably the trwe reading, and 
all the other are to be considered as corrections 
or scholia: because Ses might easily give occasion 
to any of these; whereas none could so easily give 
occasion. to 2, If St. Luke wrote Ss, the origin 
of xveis and xgiss may be explained either as cor- 
rections of the text, or as marginal notes ; because 
‘the blood of God’ is .a ver Y Ox ‘et sh 'Y €x- 
pression; butif he had written xv, it is incon- 
ceivable how any one should alter it into Sew. 
And on this latter supposition, the great number 
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of various readings is inexplicable. It seems as if 
different transcribers had found a difficulty in the 
passage, and that each corrected according to his 
own judgment.” 

The progress of these corrections, is thus saga- 
ciously traced by Beza, in his note on the passage. 
“TY suspect, that at the beginning, rs xvge was 
written in the margin, by some one who so ex- 
plained the word rx Ses, against the 4nthropomor- 
phites ; in order. that Paul might not appear to 
attribute blood to the Divinity itself. And then, 
when this had crept into the ¢ert, and the expres- 
sions, xvgsx Sex [or Sea xvgw] did not seem to 
cohere well together, the particle xs: was inter- 
posed between both,”—— to signify,” according to 
Mill, “ that the Church was God's; but the 
blood by which it was purchased, the Lord's.” 

And this variety of readings, we may further 
observe, tends strongly to augment the testimony 
of the primary class of manuscripts that furnish 
the received reading Ses. For the variable classes 
invalidate their own separate testimonies, by differ- 
ing from each other; while they all confirm the 
first and true reading, either by recording it, or 
in fact, as springing out of it. 

If then, the internal evidence and Canons of 
Criticism are not only decisive, to support the 
received reading Ss, and to reject the rest; but 
even to strengthen the testimony of the manu- 
scripts in its favour, and thereby the external 
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evidence in general, we seem abundantly warranted 
to assert “‘unhesitatingly,” in opposition to Messrs. 
Griesbach, Carpenter, and Co. with equal, and 
we trust, better-founded confidence.—‘“ Paul cer- 
tainly spoke, and Luke wrote, 9a and not xvete.” 
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LETTER XI. 


Extensive Controversy about tne celebrated text, 1 John vy. 
7, 8.—Received reading of the disputed clause, and part 
excluded by Griesbach.—1. Evidence of Greek MSS.— 
2. Evidence of Standard editions —Of the Complutenstan.— 
Erasmus.—-Stephens.—Beza.—Controversy about the ac- 
curacy of the position of Stephens’s semicircle, in the dis- 
puted clause.—Testimony of Stephens’s Latin Testament, — 
against it.—Facility of mistake'in this case.—Evidence of 
Crispin’s Testament, for it—rejected—second evidence of 
Beza’s—rejected.—Persecutions of Stephens by the Sor- 
bonne.—Portraits of Porson and Gibbon.—Vindication of 
Stephens’s moral honesty, against his advocate, 7'ravis.— 
Of Henry Stephen’s Scholarship, against Wetstein —Third 
evidence of Caloin’s in his note on the passage ;—irre- 
Jevant.—Decisive evidence of the Codex Vatabh against 
Stephens.—Double vindication of Stephens.——His character, 
and numerous publications. 


WeE are arrived, at length, in the course of this 
arduous and elaborate investigation, at that cele- 
brated and most disputed text, 1 John v. 7, 83 in 
the attack and defence of which, the most gigan- 
tic* efforts of genius, learning, and industry, 


* « T contemplate,” says Bishop Middleton, “ with admi- 
ration and delight, the gigantic exertions of intellect employed 
in the rejection of this controverted passage.”—On the Greek 
article, p. 653. For “ rejection,” would substitute “ dis- 
cussion ;’——-and so will the author, probably, on second 
thoughts, in another edition, should these remarks reach 
him at Calcutta. ) 
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have been exerted; ever since the commencement 
of the age of free inguiry in matters of sacred 
criticism, at the blessed era of the Reformation, 
down to the present day. Among its foremost 
champions, we hail Ximenes, Erasmus, Stephens, 
Beza, Calvin, Mill, and Bengelius, all distin- 
guished editors of the sacred text; and those pro- 
found scholars and critics, Bishops Pearson, Bull, 
Eugenius, Horsley, and Burgess; Ernesti, 
Travis, Nolan, Valpy, &c. &c. Among its lead- 
ing assailants, we see Vetstein, Griesbach, Mat- 
thai, and Bowyer; Porson and Marsh; Sir 
Tsaac Newton, Clarke, Benson, and Gibbon, and 
the Socinian and Unitarian schools. 

Of the assailants, the most considerable, un- 
questionably, is Griesbach, who has given the 
substance of the principal arguments used by his 
predecessors, to prove the spuriousness of the 
text, in his Diatribe or Dissertation, at the end 
of his second volume of the N. T. in a moderate 
compass. And I will candidly confess, that on 
the first perusal, soon aiter its publication, I be- 
came a convert to his opinion: but a more careful 
and critical review of his argument, a fulier enquiry 
into the evidence adduced on both sides, have 
led me, on maturer consideration, to retract that 
opinion; and to embrace with assurance the belief 
of the authenticity and integrity of the received 
text. As nothing is more disagreeable and dis- 
tressing to ingenuous minds, than a state of doubt 
and uncertainty, “ halting between two opinions ;” 
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I am desirous to submit to the Public at large, 
the result of these Sevregas Pgovrides, or “ second 
thoughts,” on this most abstruse and intricate 
question, with all possible plainness and _perspi- 
cuity: not without indulging a fond hope, that it 
may eventually contribute to settle their faith, 
likewise. 

In all the vulgate editions the text runs thus : 

Ver. 7. ‘Ors reais eso of paptugsytes [ev Tw weave, 0 
Tlarnp xas 6 Noy@ xas ro ayioy Tlvevoua® xas Sroi of teers 
iy cist. 8. Kas TEES ELOLY Ob papTuesYTES Ey TH yn] TO 


TVEUAC KEL TO VOWP KAI TO ALA" Ka OL TPES EIS TO EY ELCIV. 
The clause contained within the brackets, is 


that which Griesbach has excluded from the text, 
in his second edition. For which he assigns the 
following reasons : beginning with 


A) THE EXTERNAL EVIDENCE. 


1. Greek MaNuscriPTs. 

Deducting several manuscripts that are either 
mutilated, or imperfect in this place, he counts 
146, that omit the clause, as collated either by 
himself, or by others; namely, Szmon, Vetstein, 
Matthai, Blanchini, Birch, Lamy, Porson, 
Marsh, Clarke, Goldhagen, Sinner, and Travis ; 
and he thus closes the account: 

“ I may venture to assert confidently, that 
there is no Greek manuscript, extant in Lurope, 
in which the seventh verse is read. For if such 
was any where found, a treasure so rare, and 
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desirable would have been brought to light long 
argon ae 
But of these 146 manuscripts, there are no 
more than two, of the oldest class, namely, the 
Alevandrine A, and the Vatican B, that omit the 
clause; for the Ephrem C, is mutilated in this 
place, and the Cambridge D, the Laudian F¥, 
and Coislinian F, do not contain the Catholic 
Epistles. The rest are comparatively modern ; 
none, probably, older than the ninth century, and 
many of much later date. 

‘The entire number of manuscripts, wholly or 
partly collated hitherto, does not much exceed 
400*; and these bear but a small proportion to 
those that have not been collated in the several 
libraries of Europe. There are many manuscripts 
in uncial letters, in the different libraries of Italy, 
which have never been collated. Of the numbers 
in the Vatican library, only thirty-four have been 
collated. And since the death of Asseman, the 
celebrated Orientalist and Librarian of the Vatican, 
the difficulty of access to the manuscripts is sO 
sreat, as to make it almost impossible for a critic 
to derive, at present, any advantage from them. 
It is strictly forbidden, not only to copy, but even 


* Griesbach reckons the manuscripts employed in his New 
Testament, about 400, Proleg. p. lv. and Marsh, in his 
valuable notes to Michaclis’s New ‘Testament, vol. il. p. 827. 
reckons the total amount of those described by his author 
and himself, 469. 


C15, ) | 
to collate them. In the year’1783, the Abbé 
Spoletti presented a memorial to the Pope, re- 
questing permission to print the whole of the 
celebrated Coder Vaticanus. He was referred, 
according to the usual routine, to the Inquisition ; 
whose permission was refused, under the plea, 
that ‘* the Coder :Vaticanus differed from the 
Vulgate, and might, therefore, if made known to 
the public, be prejudicial to the interests of the 
Christian religion.” 

In the Florence library alone, are at least a 
thousand Greek manuscripts of the New Testa- 
ment, two of which are of the Apocalypse ; of 
these only twenty-four have been collated. 

In the Royal Library of Paris*, are 202 ma- 
nuscripts, of which only 49 have been collated. 
See Marsh’s Notes to Michaelis, Vol. II. p. 
642 —647. 

Griesbach, therefore, has hazarded an unguard- 
ed, and unfounded assertion, even with respect to 
the Libraries of Europe. And how many ancient 
and valuable manuscripts may lie buried in the 
Libraries of Constantinople, it is impossible to 
judge. ‘That there are many, indeed, appears 
from the accounts given by the Abbé Zoderinz, in 
his Letteratura Turchesca, published at Venice 
in iy7oyy ao Vols, par. The Pope and the 
Mufti are equally adverse to the publication of 


* It is well described by Grieshach :—Parisinus iste Libro- 
rum manuscriptorum oceanus. Proleg. p. Xix, note. 
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hidden “ treasure so rare, and so desirable,” to the 
Christian world. 

And from their history, the omission of the 
clause, in A and B, may naturally enough be 
accounted for. Neither of these manuscripts are 
older than the fourth, fifth, or sixth century, accord- 
ing to Wetstein, Michaelis, Griesbach, Woide, 
and Marsh. ‘They were written, therefore, sub- 
sequent to the prevalence of the Arian heresy in 
the Greek Church, for forty years, from the death 
of Constantine the Great, A. D. 337, to the ac- 
cession of Theodosius the Great, A. D. 379, during 
the reigns of Constantine II. Constans, Julian 
the Apostate, and Valens. And that the Arians 
then adulterated the received text in some places, 
is highly probable: we are warranted to infer this, 
from the charge brought against Athanasius, in 
the Council of Zyre, A. D. 335, that Macarius, 
one of his clergy, broke into the chancel (Svoec- 
znown) of Ischyras, one of the Arian faction, over- 
turned the holy table, broke the mystical cup, and 
also burned the holy Bibles, (ra iega Pi6iua xarExavee ) 
Socrat. Hist. Eccl. Lib. 1. cap. xxvii. p. 64, or 
Nolan, p. 133. During this entire period, the 
Arians persecuted the Catholics, with the utmost 
intolerance. In the Council of Constantinople, 
A. D. 336, Athanasius was banished to Gaul ; 
in the Council of Alerandria, A. D. 340, Atha- 
nasius was censured, and in that of Antioch, A. D. 
341, Athanasius was deposed. But soon after, 
in the Council of Sardica, in Illyricum, A.D. 
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347, Athanasius was vindicated, and the Arians 
condemned. <A schism then took place between 
the Greek and Latin Churches, the former siding 
with the Arians, the latter with the 4¢hanasians. 
And during the remainder of that turbulent period, 
counter-councils were frequently held, by the par- 
tizans of each side, until the Council of Antioch, 
A. D. 363, when the Arian Bishops, at length, 
adopted the Nicene Creed. 

From the long enmity and rivalship that sub- 
sisted between Eusebius, Bishop of Cesarea, and 
Athanasius, even from the Council of Nice, A. D. 
325, we may reasonably infer that there was a 
difference between the Origenzan or Eusebian, 
and the Athanasian editions ; and that the latter 
was more conformable to the xown exdous, or Vul- 
gate Greek edition which prevailed in the Latin 
Church. 

If then the manuscripts A and B, followed the 
Palestine Recension, in preference to the Western, 
in this place; they, and their successors, the later 
Greek manuscripts, even of the A/oscow class, 
might all want this text; which might have been 
either casually omitted, or designedly expunged, 
in their original Palestine exemplars. 

This scantiness of manuscript evidence is, 
therefore, to be supplied by the Codices Criticz, 
of the : 


2. STANDARD EDITIONS. 


The first standard edition, the Complutensian, 
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furnishes the’ following » variety of the disputed 
text. > Fe 

Kai ro aveve es: ro paprugsy, ot: ro mvevyeu es: F 
wrAnJea. Ori Tees Eis ol pwaprugsyTEs—ev To) spavw, 6 
WUTNP ut O AOYOS Ka TO HylOY IrvevLa, “as Ol Tes es To Ey 
E401, Ka TEES ao oO; [AaPTUCBYTES ETL TAS YNS——TO. WVEVILE 
xa TO DOwp nas To wipe? EL THY waetupiay, Bc. 

This differs from the. received text, in the 
Omission Of gro, before reess, IN the 8th verse; in 
the insertion of +o, before gy; in reading em rns yns, 
instead of ey» ya; and in the omission of the last 
clause xa 6; TOES ELS TO EV Etoly. 

Griesbach moots the point: “ Whence did the 
Complutensian editors derive this text of theirs ? 
Whether did they translate from Latin copies into 
Greek? Or procure for themselves a Greek ma- 
huscript exhibiting that passage 2” 

To these questions we will answer more directly 
and pertinently, than Griesbach has done: 

_ they did no¢ translate from Latin copies into 
Greek ; for the only Latin copy they acknowledged 
as authority, was the Vulgate, which they ad- 
Joined fairly, in the lateral column, as follows, 
taken from the Complutensian itself: “ Et Spiritus 
est qui testificatur quoniam X¢s est veritas. Quo- 
biam tres sunt qui testimonium dant in ceelo, 
Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus sanctus, et hi tres unum 
sunt. It tres sunt qui testimonium dant in terra, 

pe aqua et sanguis. $j testimonium hominum 

ac as si 


accipimus,” &c. 
But the Greek differs from this, 1. In substi- 
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tuting gvevax for Xs, the abbreviation of Christus ;, 
Q. In omitting the proper rendering of hz, namely - 
ix; and 3. In misrendering wnum sunt, as 79 éy 
cov, This last variety, in particular, they could 
not have derived from the Latin; therefore, of 
necessity, they must have derived it from some 
Greek manuscript; either the Rhodian, or some 
others. 

But it may well be asked, how are we to ac- 
count for the omission of the latter clause, as ro & 
zit, In the Complutenstan edition r 

The editors themselves, have accounted for 
this, in the following marginal note, on the 
place. 

Sanctus Thomas in expositione secunde decre- 
talis de summa Trinitate et fide Catholica, trac- 
tans istum passum contra Abbatem Joachim, ut 
tres sunt gui testimonium dant in ca@lo, Pater 
Verbum et Spiritus sanctus: dicit ad. literam, 
verba sequentia—‘ Et ad insinuandum unitatem 
trium personarum subditur: e¢ hz tres unum sunt. 
Quod quidem dicitur propter essentie unitatem. 
Sed hoc Joachim perverse trahere volens, ad uni- 
tatem charitatis et consensus inducebat conse- 
quentem auctoritatem: Nam subditur ibidem, e¢ 
tres sunt qui testimonium dant in terra. Spi- 
ritus agua et sanguis. Et in guibusdam \ibris 
additur, et ht tres unum sunt. Sed hoe in veris 
exemplaribus non habetur: sed dicitur esse appo- 
situm ab hereticis Arianis ad pervertendum in- 
tellectum sanum auctoritatis premisse de unitate 
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essenti@ trium personarum.”——Hec, beatus Tho- 
mas, ubi supra. | 

In order to understand this note, it is necessary 
to premise some account of the controversy to 
which it relates. 

“In the year 1215, Pope Innocent III. held a 
general Council in the Lateran* ; in which was 
condemned a work of the Abbot Joachim, who 
had written aaginst Lombard Archbishop of Paris, 
on the subject of the Trinity. In the acts of this 
Council, which were written originally in Latin, 
and are printed in Harduini Acta Conciliorum, 
tom. vil. p. 1—78, the two verses, 1 John v. 7, 
8. were quoted.—These acts were translated into 
Greek, and sent to the Greek Churches, in the 
hope of promoting a union with the Latin, which 
was one of the subjects in debate, in this Lateran 
Council.” Marsh's Letters to Travis, p. xv. 

The words of the Acts of this Council, in refer- 
ence to these two verses, are as follows : 

Quemadmodum in Canonica Joannis epistola 
lesitur, Qua tres sunt qui testimonium dant in 
Calo, Pater Verbum et Spiritus Sanctus : et hi 
tres unum sunt. Statimque subjungitur, Hé tres 


* This great Council was attended by the Patriarchs of 
Constantinople, and Jerusalem; and by the proxies of the 
Patriarchs of Antioch, aud Alexandria, and by the repre- 
sentatives of the Eastern Churches; whose concurrence in 
these acts, is no mean preof that the authenticity of the 
seventh’ verse was allowed by them, in the ¢hirteenth cen- 


tury. 
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sunt gue testimonium dant in terra, Spiritus 
aqua et sanguis: et tres unum sunt. Sicut in 
codicibus quibusdam, (scil. Latinis) invenitur. 
In the Greek Translation, which is printed in the 
adjacent column, (both by Harduin, Concilia, 
tom. vil. p. 18, and by AZansz, Concilia, tom. xxii. 
p- 984,) these Latin words are thus rendered, 
ov Teomov ev TH xavouiwn Te Iwevs emIsorn avaryivwoxeras® 
‘Orn TQEIS ELGLY OL BLapTUBYTES EV wpa, & TaTnp Aovyos mae 


Mvevinn ayiov’ xas Testo (a mistake for sro:) of tees Ev esouy. 


EuSus re aeosiSnos etc ER ey Acisy Agee 
xwonk: Evgionerat.—* I have here represented this 
passage,” says Bishop JZarsh, ‘‘ exactly as it 
stands in the Greek Acts; in which there is a 
chasm between geoorSne: and xaIws. Tor, as verse 
8, already existed in the Greek, the translator 
thought it unnecessary to produce it.” P. 16. How 
could it escape the notice of this acute critic, that 
the expression, sicut in codicibus guidusdam inve- 
nitur ;” so far from being “ very artful,” as he 
imagines, are an honest and important avowal, on 
the part of the Council, that the latter clausule, et 
tres unum sunt, in the eighth verse, is ‘* not 
suspicious,” for, though omitted in the Latin 
Vulgate of Jerome, it was found in some Latin 
MSS. extant in their time, and we have in confir- 
mation thereof, the valuable testimony of professor 
Porson, that ‘‘ it is actually found in twenty-nine 
Latin MSS. the fairest, the oldest, and the mos 
correct in general.” Letters, p. 152. 

The Complutensian editors therefore, deferred 
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‘too much to the authority of Thomas Aquinas, and 
the Latin Vulgate; (both omitting the latter 
clausule in the eighth verse) against the authority 
of the Lateran Council, and the Latzn MSS. re- 
ferred to in their acts; and against the implied 
testimony of the translater, that ‘‘ it existed in 
the Greek :” from which only, the Complutensian 
editors could have derived the variety, a5 ro & e101, 
which they zmproperly transferred to the seventh 
verse. ! 

We entirely concur with /Vetstein, Griesbach, 
Afichaelis, Adarsh, and Porson, however, in re- 
jecting the testimony of the Ravian, or Berlin 
MSS. as a mere copy from the Complutensian 
edition, both in character and text; with a few 
variations interspersed to cover the imposture. 
The hodian manuscript, unhappily, is long since 
lost, as well as the other Complutensian Greek 
manuscripts, noticed in a former Letter. For 
their testimony, we can only rely at present, on 
the veracity of the editors themselves: which 
now it is impossible to disprove. 

The second standard edition, is the third of 
Erasmus. ‘This furnishes another variety, as. 
follows : . 

Kas ro wvevjre esi 70 [AxpTupsy, OTL TO WVEULA ESIY GANTEIM. 
OT) TLEIS ELTIY Ob LLaPTUPBYTES—eV TW Beavw, Tarn, AOoyOS Kak 
TVEULR BYIOV? Kab STO os TpEIs Ev ELor" xa TOES ELOIY OL METU= 


EHYTES EV. TN YN—-BVEU AG, Kat VOWL, Kat Hic KAI.OL TEEIS EIS 
to ives. Es trv waprupiav, &e, 


In his first and second editions, Hrasmus had 
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entirely omitted the disputed clause ; for which he 
was severely censured both by Stwnica and Ley. 
In his apology to Ley, he pleaded that “ he was 
not authorized to insert it by any of his manu- 
scripts, of which he possessed more than seven, at 
different times.”—Tantum illud dicam, mihi, di- 
versis temporibus, plura fuisse evemplaria quam 
septem, nec in ullo horuin repertum quod nostris 
legitur—Addendi de meo, gue Grecis desint, 
provinciam non susceperam. Erasm. contra 
Leum, p. 275. By “nostris,” he meant the copies 
of the Latin Vulgate. And when he did insert it 
in his third edition, he candidly stated his grounds 
for so doing, in his apology to Stunica. ‘But, 
not to dissemble any thing (veruntamen ne quid 
dissimulem) a Greek manuscript has been found 
in Lngland, in which is the verse that is want- 
ing in the Vulgate MSS. . It is written thus: 
OTs Tpes slow of aerugevTes ev Tw spay Llarng, Aoyos 
xaos Llvevxpa uat fro of TpeIs EV LOL. Kas TEES EboLy 
FAM PTURBYTES EV TN YN, Mvevua, v 


Although I know not, whether it has happened by 


Jwp nar aia es thy, Ke. 


accident, that the clause in our Greek manuscripts, 
is not repeated, xa 5: TOES ES TO BY E1ClV» From this 
British manuscript, therefore, we have replaced 
[in the third edition] what was said to be wanting 
in ours [of the first and second] to give no cause 
for calumny fo any one. Although I suspect even 
that this was corrected according to the manu- 
scripts of the Latins.” Frasm. Opera. Vol. X. 
p. 353, or Travis’s Appendix, No. I. who cites the 
VOL. If. L 
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passage more fully than Griesbach, in the Did- 
tribe, p. [3.] In this apology, Erasmus having 
carelessly or mcorrectly cited the passage, omitting 
ayov before avevue, and of before wzerupevres the se- 
cond, gave room to imagine that there were two 
separate manuscripts, the British here mentioned, 
and the Montfort. But the foregoing clause in 
the third edition—ey TH BOLVD » 0. Chee does: not differ 
a tittle from the Afontfort reading, except in the 
insertion Of xa: before é3we, which is wanting in the 
Montfort, probably by mistake. There cannot, 
therefore, remain the slightest doubt, that the 
British and the Montfort manuscript are one and 
the same. ‘This, was brought over to Ireland, by 
Primate Usher; and deposited, along with his 
books and manuscripts, in the Library of Trinity 
College, Dublin*. The Montfort reading is 
evidently a bald translation of this text, in the 
Latin Vulgate. This appears indisputably, from 
the peculiar reading, Sr: & Xpisos es adnSaa, taken 
from the Vulgate “ Quoniam Christus est Veri- 
tas, instead of $x: ro gveupa esiy § aARTELA, omitting n> 
and also, in the further omission of the article 6, 
six times more, before the three heavenly and 
three earthly witnesses, which no Greek scholar 


* See an exact fac simile of the disputed passage, Travis’s~ 
Letters to Gibbon, ed. 1794, p. 282. The MS. is written with 
accents and spirits, and with some contractions, on thick 
polished paper. It is divided into chapters, according to the 
Latin usage ; and could not therefore, be older than the thire: 
teenth century. 
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could have been guilty of. And nothing can more 
strongly evince the scrupulous fidelity of Erasmus 
as an editor, than his rigid adherence to this MS: 
in his third edition ; expunging the article vo, before 
the three earthly witnesses, revue, Sdwo, and alue, 
which he had rightly prefixed to them in his first 
and second. There is, therefore, no founcation 
for Gibbon’s ironical sneer, on “ the prudence of 
Erasmus,” m admitting the clause of the three 
heavenly witnesses, into his third edition. Decline 
and Fall of the Roman Empire, vol. iii. | 

Erasmus has been taxed with insincerity, and 
suppression of evidence in support of the disputed 
clause, supposed to be given by Laurentius Valla, 
whose learned annotations on the New Testament 
he first published in 1505, eleven years before his 
first edition of the Greek Testament. But Valla 
left the disputed passage uritouched, without any 
observation thereon, in his commentary. And 
surely, from his silence, Erasmus was justified in 
saying, Quid Laurentius legerit, non satis liquet, 
“ What Laurentius might have read (in his seven 
Greek manuscripts) does not sufficiently appear.” 
This is the candid account of /Vetstein; and 
Griesbach further observes, “ that Valla’s plari 
was to notice the various readings of his manu- 
scripts only where they differed from the Vulgate ; 
but he actually neglected to notice the Greek read- 
ING, rvevxua, instead of Christus, verse 6; and he 
might have thought it most hazardous to expunge 

LQ 
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the 7th verse from the Vulgate text, merely po 
the authority of Greek manuscripts.” 

Equally unfounded appears to be the charge of 
Arianism brought against Erasmus. Travis, who 
repeats it, furnishes a suflicient confutation, in the 
extracts he has given from the correspondence of 
Erasmus, noticed in the eighth Letter, and also in 
the following passage: 

“ Hrasmus not only wrote an animated pare- 
phrase on this [disputed] verse, in A.D. 1521, 
but restored it finally to its place, in his second 
{ Latin] edition of the New Testament, A.D. 
1532. The following is the paraphrase: ‘‘ Because 
the Spirit also is the truth, as well.as the Lather 
and the Son. The truth of all is one, like as the 
nature of all is one. ‘There are three in heaven 
who bear witness to Christ, the Lather, the Word, 
and ihe Spirit: and of these three the agreement 
2s consummate. ‘Travis, p. 274. Surely this is 
not the language of an Arian! ‘This further vin- 
dication is due to the memory of that great restorer 
of classical literature, and powerful, though indi- 
rect promoter of the Reformation. | 

Erasmus, in his fourth, and fifth editions, gave 
another variety of the disputed clause, as follows: 
sy Tw Bpavw, 8 Walnp, & Aovyos nas TO Treva ayioy, Kab STOs 
oO: Tpeis Ev Erol Kat TPES Ero Of prapruperles ev TH YT. 
Thus supplying, in conformity with the Compluten- 
sian text, the articles before the heavenly witnesses, 
which he had omitted in the third edition. 
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And this, led to the last variety in Stephens’s 
third and standard edition of 1550, which was 
adopted by Beza, in his editions, and by the E/- 
zevirs, in their editions, whence it has been esta- 
blished in all the Vulgate editions, ever since. 

The whole passage is thus printed exactly as it 
stands in the edition of 1550. 

3,2, 2, 8, -- "Or Tpsis Siow o1 LapTupsyres ev Tw spavy,) 6 
3,42, Iy. EaTNp, & AOYOS, nal TO aylov TvEedux* nab roi 
® sis 40. de 01 tpsis* gy stow. nab Tpets Eloi oF WapTupeyrTes 
Ev TN YN, TO Beda, nal Td Uwe, xal Td alwar 
Hab of TeErs sis TO Ev cio. Ei ray [.aptuplay 
Me iTie dee 
Here the only difference from the fifth of Eras- 
mus is in the transposition of dyiov avevua, instead 
of ava éyiov; conformably to the Complutensian 
order +, while the asterisk *, denotes a various 
reading in the Coimplutensian @, of cis +3 gv, instead 
of the first clausule, &% ao; but Stephens takes no 
notice of the omission of the second clausule in 
the eighth verse therein. 

For the omission of the three words in the text, 
included between the obe/us *, and the semicircle, 
* ev Ty spayve,) he reiers to seven authorities in the 
margin, namely, four MSS. from the King’s Li- 
brary, 5, «, 2, 4; and three others, from various 
quarters, 9, 1a, 1. 


+ Perhaps this order was preferred, because it is that of 
the Apostolic commission : to “ baptize in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” (78 ays 
guevuaros.) Matt. xxvili. 19. 
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The concise notation of Stephens, has given rise 
to various hypotheses among the advocates of the 
disputed clause, of whom we may reckon Arch- 
deacon /vavis, the principal. They suppose: J. 


that the remainder of the disputed clause was found. 


in these seven MSS.; and 2; that the whole clause 
was found enure in the Compiutensian, and in all 
his other authorities. See his Letters to Gibbon, 
third edition, 1794, pp. 7, 309. Wetstein’s note, 
p. 724. 

Both these suppositions are untenable. For the 
opponents, of whom we may reckon the principal, 
Bishop Afarsh, contend: 1, That no one, either 
before or since the time of Stephens, has ever seen 
a Greek MS. which omitted mo more than the first 
three words of the clause; for that such as reject 
these words, reject the whole. And on the other 
_ hand, we know of no Greek MS. which retains the 
seventh verse, without retaining these words & rw 
epavee «And further, that the seventh verse has 
never been quoted without them, by any of the 
Greek Fathers. Marsh's Letters to Travis, 
Leipzig, 1795, pp. xxim. 130, 141, 

They object, that the codex «, is the only 
one of Stephens’s authorities which contains the 
whole N, T. That all the rest, contain only dif- 
ferent parts of it, some more, some less. And 
from critical inspection of Stephens’ s margin, 
Marsh collects that no more than the seven manu- 
scripts here specified, contain the Catholic epistles: 
for these only are quoted in the margin, Had 
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Stephens collated any more in this part of the 
N. T. of course he would have quoted more. But 
this he has not done, except in the solitary mstance 
of 2 Pet. i. 4, where 3 is printed: but this is un- 
doubtedly a typographical error ; for if it had con- 
tained the Catholic epistles, and Stephens had col- 
lated it, he would not have quoted it merely in 
one instance. Besides, if the codex .3, be actually 
preserved in the Library of St. Victor at Paris, as 
asserted, it does not contain any one of the Catho- 
lic epistles. It was therefore a misprint, for sa, or 
yy. Marsh, Letters, p. xx. xxi. Such mistakes, 
in numerals especially, are unavoidable in a long 
work. Besides, even the Complutensian a, as we 
have seen, does not give the disputed clause, 
complete. 

There are, therefore, strong grounds to question 
the accuracy of the position of the semicircie in 
the seventh verse ; to consider it as a typographi- 
cal error, and to think that it should rather have 
been placed at the end of the eighth. And so 
Lucas Brugensis suspected, not long after the 
third edition was published: and about a hundred 
years after, Simon. Wetstein, note, p. 724. 

And this may fairly be collected from the ana- 
logy of Stephens’s Latin Testaments; for in the 
editions of 1539, 1541, 1543, 1545, 1546, the 
obelus and semicircle inclose the whole disputed 
clause: * in ceelo in terra. —And in the margin 
of 1539, is the following notation: * Vet. Di. o. }. 
Ge. 1. Do. Where * Vet. denotes ancient Latin 
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MSS. conformable to the Hebrew and Greek con- 
tert ;—Dh. 0. 1. Cod. Dionysianus, oblongus, vel 
fatus ; and Ge. 1. Cod. Germanensis latus ; and 
Do. Cod. Donatianus, therefore Greek authority 
is implied in the quotation of Latin manuscripts. 
Letters, p. 143. 

In the smaller edition of 1545, which Alarsh 
had not seen, p. 145%, the passage I find, is 
printed thus ; | | 

‘Sub. Credendum 7Quoniam? tres sunt qui testi- 
sane est, Jesum monium dant’ in ceelo: Pater, 
esse fihum Dei, Verbum, et Spiritus Sanctus. 


quoniam, &c. Kt hi tres unum sunt. Et tres 
‘wet: sunt qui testimonium dant in 
* in unum sunt. terra’.——-Et_ hi tres * unnm 


[Sic guedam ex- sunt’. ‘ 
emplaria Greca. 
1. unum et idem testantur. | 

Here, sub denotes subintelligitur ; and an ex- 
planation follows of the ellipsis understood before 
7Quoniam :— Vet, denotes that the whole dis- 
puted clause, included between the obelus and 
second semicircle, is omitted by ancient Greek 
authority. —And im unum sunt, a various reading 
of “unum suni? adopted by some Greek copies, 
(meaning the Complutensian ¥ which he explains 
unum et wdem testantur. 
- This instance is so remarkably apposite, both in 


-“ This smaller edition of 1545, I inspected in the Library 
of Christ Church, Oxford, Feb, 1817. 
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the text and margin, as scarcely to admit of a 
doubt, that Stephens in the Greek edition of 1550, 
five years after, actually intended to have placed 
the semicircle at the end of the disputed clause, 
ey tm yn,—in conformity with his fice Latin 
editions. 

Stephens, indeed, or his compositor, bas com- 
mitted several mistakes, in his marginal references, 
as to the position of his semicircle, in the text; 
though none of them are noticed in the scanty 
Hrrata at the end of the volume. A similar mis- 
take occurs in 1 Tim. i. 1. where the portion of the 
text, included between ', (here substituted for the 
obelus,) and the semicircle, is, | exirayny Oze cwrnges 
jucv wot Kues),—whereas, from the marginal refer- 
ence here, to the various reading, in *, the Complu- 
tensian, emrayny Ocs rarpos, nar owrnpos njzwy Ince Xpise3 
the semicircle ought to have been placed, not at 
Kvgis), but two words further on, in the text, Ines 
Xpsx. And Bishop A#larsh, who notices this, 
has cited other instances of the same kind, like- 
wise taken from the Complutensian, and therefore 
not to be disputed. Rom. xvi. 27; Ephes. iv. 323 
Rev. iv. 8; v. 6; 1x. 14; xiv. 8; xv. 2. In all 
these, the semicircle incloses a smaller quantity of 
the text than it ought. Letters to Travis, p. 127 
ome 1 29, ) 
And that so minute an erratum as the misplacing 
the semicircle, at ev rw epavy’, in 1 John v. 7. in- 
stead of sv rn yy, in the eighth verse ;. should have 
escaped the notice of Stephens, his compositor, 
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his corrector of the press, and his reviser, we need 
not wonder, when the very same page, in which 
this text is found, exhibits, fifteen lines after, a 
material erratum in the text itself, of dee», instead 
of yuu, “ he heareth you,” instead of “ he heareth 
as.” 1 John v. 14, which is palpably wrong; and 
yet this escaped all their notice! Indeed, when 


we consider the extreme difieulty and nicety of 


adjusting such minute qiacritical marks, as the 
obelus and semicircle, in a continued unbroken 
text, like that of Stephens’s third edition ; and un- 
distinguished by either chapters or verses ; in which 
the eye and the hand of the compositur were so 
Hable to wander ; and also the rapidity with which 
Stephens’s numerous editions of fhe New Testa- 
ment, both Latin and Greek, succeeded each 
other, not affording time for ities or critical re- 
visal; we have abundant cause for admiration, 
that this splendid edition should be so correct as it 
is. I will venture to assert, that the first printing- 
office, even in London, could not republish it with 
half its present accuracyx—Where shall we find 
such learned and accomplished printers, as Robert 
and Henry Stephens 2———No wonder then, that 
John Crispin, whom Travis adduces as his first 
voucher for the accuracy of Stephens, when he 
republished the third edition in duodecimo, three 
years after, in 1553, not only “retained the obelus 
and semicircle in the same position exactly, that 
they occupied in Stephens’s edition,” (Travis, 
p. 12, 193) but faithfully copied his errata else- 
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where. He further neglected to supply the semi- 
circle, and other marks of reference, in several places 
where they were plainly wanting, Gal. iv. 31; Rev. 
ij. 20; xv. 2, &c. as Bishop Adarsh detected, on 
comparing thirty passages at least, in the two edi- 
tions. Letters to Travis, p. 132,133. 

Travis is equally unfortunate in his second 
voucher, Theodore Beza ; who in his first edition 
of the Greek Testament, A.D. 1556, and in all 
the rest, has the following note on the passage: 
In caelo, ey rw spevy. ‘ Hoc deest in septem ve- 
tustis codicibus. Sed tamen omnino videtur reti- 
nendum, ut tribus in ¢erra testibus, zsta ex ad- 
verso respondeant.” 

Here, the septem vetustis codicibus, unques- 
tionably denotes Stephens’s seven manuscripts, 
cited in the margin of the text. While Beza pro- 
duces a strong argument for the insertion of ev r@ 
wpa, drawn from the insertion of s 77 77, the cor- 
responding clausule, which is contrasted therewith. 

But it does not appear, that Besa had the ma- 
nuscripts themselves in his possession. In the 
second preface to his third edition, he only says, 
Hos Novi foederis libros—cum variis septendecim 
Grecorum codicum a Roberto Stephano beatas 
memorie viro citatorum lectionibus, rursus contue 
limus. Here he states that he compared the va- 
rious readings, cited by Stephens, troin Lis codices, 
which he incorrectly represents as seventeen ; when 
they were no more than szrteen, including ihe 
Complutensian printed edition. 


_ 
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fravis, however, labours to prove that he was 
in possession of the codices themselves, from 
twenty examples selected among eza’s notes. 
Letters to Gibbon. p. 194, 195. But these ex- 
amples are either irrelevant, or prove the reverse. 
Several of them arc designed to shew that the 
various readings of the Latin Vulgate, are In oppo- 
sition to ald the Greek codices in general, that he 
saw, or consulted. For the word ambiguously 
denotes both printed and written books: as is 
evident from the following passage in Stephens’s 
preface to his Bible of 1540, stating his materials : 
-—comparatis et conflatis wndique, mire vetustatis 
codicibus ; allis ante multos annos scriptis, aliis 
vero jam inde ab ipsa typographices infantia. ea~ 
cusis.—In all the examples of this class, Ste- 
phens’s margin is silent. 

I shall cite but one, from Acts xi. 3. Se: eronaSes. 
Vulg. Quare introisti? ita videlicet, ut 6m pro 
dom Intelligatur. Ego vero in mallis codicibus 
adscriptam invenlo interrogationis notam.— That 
eza here did not intend any reference to Stephens, 
is evident from the omission of his various reading: 
the first word, 6t in the text, being included in an 
obelus and semircircle; and noticed in the margin, 
as omitted by his manuscript, sy.—This reading, 
had he noticed it, would have strensthened Beza’s 
argument against the Vulgate. 

In others, indeed, he plainly referred to Ste- 
-phens’s margin : | 
Jam. iv. 12. ‘O vouoSerns. In  hdtabdeiedn 


‘ 
es = 


_ ——— 
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kbris additum invenimus xz xprrns.”-—-And accord- 
ingly, these “ four books,” are marked, in Ste- 
phens's margin, 3, %, 1, w. Jude 24. “Yvas. Ita 
lego ex veteris interpretis, et guatuor veterum co- 
dicum auctoritate.’—-These four, are marked, 3, «, 
‘4; 1a.—In these examples, /zbrz and codices are. 
synonymous. 1 Cor. vil. 29. Sr: § xaig@ ouvesaryev@: 
ro Aoimov es. Sic lego et distinguo hunc locum ex 
sedecim vetustorum Stephani codicum, itemque 
ex Grecorum Scholiorum, Basiliz denique, fide. 
—Here Stephens’s margin reads x, the abridgment 


3 


of zac, ‘* ali his authorities,” which 1s mcorrect; 
for one of them, «, the Complutensian, does not 
farnish this various reading; as JZarsh found upon 
inspection. And Beza added another error of his’ 
ewn; unskilfully rendering, x, sedecim, as if the 
whole sixteen contained St. Paul’s epistles !—A, 
plain proof that Beza did not inspect the manu- 
scripts themselves: On the “credit,” (fide) of 
whose collations by Stephens, ne thus betrayed his 
own ignorance of their contents. Marsh’s Letters, 
pirh3s: 

It is not unlikely however, that Beza availed 
himself of a valuable copy of the edition of 1550, 
left by Robert Stephens, with a great number of 
critical remarks; written in his own hand, to bis, 
son Henry; from the following: 1 Pet. iv. 14. 
xara wev avtes. Legitur in omnibus Grecis nostris 
codicibus, ¢nzco tantum excepto. 

John vn. 53. [xas exopevSn] ex vetustis Stephani 
nostri codicibus sepfendecim, unus duntaxat illam 
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non habebat; in reliquis scripta quidem erat. In 
Stephens’s margin, no notice is taken of any single 
MS. in either case. But that this MS. was not 
cited, in the latter case, from actual inspection, is 
evident from the past tenses, habebat, and erat ; 
referring to the collation made by Stephens, for- 
merly, not by himself, at present. 

That Beza indeed, neither did; nor could possess 
all Stephens’s codices, is evident: because the 
eight, borrowed from the King’s Library, were 
returned, after the edition of 1550, was finished, 
as we learn from Stephens himself in his Responsie 
ad Censuras Theologorum Parisiensium™. 

The Doctors of the Sorbonne incessantly opposed, 
harassed, and persecuted Stephens, for his Protes- 
tant principles, from the publication of his first 
Latin Testament, till his last. They frequently 
preferred complaints against his heretical errors, to 
Francis 1. who had appointed him king’s printer, 
in 1539, and patronized him, throughout the whole 
course of his reign. But this magnanimous and 
accomplished prince, constantly replied, that if they 
would point out his errors, they should be corrected 
at the end of the books. This they would not, 
or could not do, so there the matter rested. But 
soon after the king’s death, -and the accession of 
his son, Henry II. August 16, 1547, they pub- 
lished a Conclusum, dated Oct. 19, cerisuring all 

* See a copious extract from the Responsio, in Stephens’s 


Life, prefixed to the first volume of his Thesaurus Lingue 
Latine. London, 1734. 
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his Latin editions of the Bible and New Testament, ' 
by name; and his first Greek edition of 15463) 
and prohibiting their sale, ‘‘ because there were 
many things interspersed therein, erroneous, scan- 
dalous, and impious, favouring the Lutherans, and 
conspiring with féeretics formerly condemned.” 
See the Original, Z’ravis’s Letters, p. 198. And 
when his third edition in 1550, was finished, they 
renewed their complaints to Henry II. The Paris 
booksellers, in their turn, petitioned the king; 
offering to print whatever passages were deemed 
faulty by the Sorbonne, in the form of errata at 
the beginning of each book. Stephens himself 
was summoned before the Sorbonne, and brought 
a copy of the book to the presidents, Govianus 
and Ruffus, who were very unlearned, and his 
bitterest enemies. They observed that it was 
Greek and printed too, and therefore that there 
was no room for deliberation. They demanded the 
ancient manuscript to be brought, that they might 
read in it. I answered, (says Stephens,) That 
there was not one, but fifteen: that those which 
had been lent me from the King’s Library, 
were returned-+++-. I was ordered to retire, 
I was then recalled; again I retired; again [ 
was recalled—I asked the Dean, what answer [ 
should take back to the king? He answered - 
~mildly, Zhe Doctors are of opinion that this New 
Lestament should not be licensed for sate. I 
asked, Why? On account of the marginal notes, 
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said he,—iwhich these profound Greek scholars 
deemed to be heretical notes ! 

The king indeed, and the court, favoured Ste- 
phens; but this prince wanted the firmness of 
Francis, and was at last compelled to give way to 
the incessant solicitations of bigotry and malice. 
While the unrelenting persecutions of the Doctors 
of the Serdbonne, who wished to bring Stephens to 
the stake, as an obstinate heretic, repeatedly forced 
him to hide himself; and at length, drove him to 
the necessity of quitting France, and seeking an 
asylum at Geneva; which he did in 1552; and 
died in exile there, in 1559. 

His motives for quitting his native country, and 
the lucrative establishment he held at Paris, are 
thus pathetically described by himself : 

‘¢ Thad no reason, indeed, to mistrust the king’s 
protection; but because I had to ‘contend with 
brutes (belluis,) I thought it best to yield to their 
malice. For they had it in their power to impose 
on the king with impunity, and to despise his com- 

-mands; they had it in their power to poison the 
ears of the princes with impunity, by false and 
frivolous charges; to plot what they pleased against 

‘Tne, right or wrong, with impunity, and without 
measure.” See the original Responsio, p. 41, or 
Travis, p. 201. | 

One expression of Siephens, in the foregoing 
account, stands thus in the original :—Postulant 
afferri vetus exemplar, scilicet in quo legerente 
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Respondeo, non posse fieri, quod noh unum esset, 
sed guindecim: relata in Bibliothecam regiam, 
que mihi precario data fuerant—This, Travis 
strangely perverted, by his mutilated, and mis- 
pointed citation, p. 243 in the text; though given 
fully in his note, p. 244. Respondeo—fesse] guin- 
decim relata in Bibliothecam regiam.—As if the 
whole number of manuscripts, amounting to ff 
teen, had been returned to the king’s library, from 
which seven of them never came! 

And to support this “ injustice to Stephens,” 
——he adds another, in a note of Stephens himself, 
subjoined to Beza’s first edition of 1556. <“‘ Sed 
quod ad vetera Novi Testamenti Graci evemplaria 
attinet, quorum fides et authoritas in his Annota- 
thonibus sepissime citatur, (sunt autem cim alia, 
tim ea omnia que in Regis Gallorum bibliotheca 
extant) de hoc te commonefaciendum per me pu- 
tavit illarum author, se nimirum, quum, initio, ea 
citare neminatim soleret, vocando hoc prunum, 
illud secundum, et ita deinceps: postea, ob suum 
in ea re, cum nulla tua utilitate conjunctum, te- 
dium, illorum denominatione supersedisse, enume- 
ratione contentum.” 

This note intimates, that Beza, to avoid the te- 
diousness of denominating his severai documents 
separately, by their numeral marks, 2’, ¢’, »/, &c. 
‘only gave their amount ; as we have seen in the 
foregoing examples. And in the parenthesis, he 
plainly distinguishes the two classes of Stephens’s 
codices, “ some,” that he collected from various 

VOL. II, M 


( Yee » 


quarters, and “all those that are now in the king 
of France’s library,” namely the eight MSS. bor-~ 
rowed from thence, and faithfully returned in 1550. 
For surely, if they were in the possession either of 
Stephens or of Beza, in 1556, at Geneva, he would 
not have used the present tense extant, but the 
past evfabant. Weare, therefore, warranted on 
much surer ground, to affirm, than Travis to deny, 
that “ these cight manuscripts ARE Now in the 
king’s library at Paris.” Letters to Gibbon, 
p. 246, 

It is passing strange indeed, how this zealous 
vindicator of the prime editors of the disputed 
clause, from Gibdon’s* terse and malignant sneers: 


* The following masterly portraits of two distinguished 
sceptics, Porson and Gibbon, joint impugners of 1 John, v. 7» 


are furnished by the Quarterly Review, Jan. 1815, p. 388. . 


and as finished models of fine writing, and of impartial and 
judicious criticism, are entitled to universal circulation, ad- 
miration, and approbation. 

44 The Historian of the Decline and Fall of the Roman 
Empire, received the hardest and most painful stroke from a 
weapon, (like the sword of Harmodius‘and Aristogiton, ens 
twined with myrtle,) in the hand of a panegyrist, and in 


some respects, of an auxiliary. No man was equally quali- 
fied with Porson, to estimate the merits and the views of 
Gibbon. Distant and opposite as their habits and manners 
were,~-distant and opposite indeed as those of a gentleman 
and a hog,—they had, notwithstanding, many points of ig- 
semblance: with the common (we do not mean ordinary, but 
joint) qualifications of wit, acuteness, industry, Greek, the 
absence of religion, and a sovereign contempt for dull men 
who presumed to interfere with them; they met like two 
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well-matched critics prepared by turns to encounter, to ad-= 
mire, to panegyrize, and to abuse each other. This singular 
but equitable combination of feelings on the part of the 
Greek Professor, produced a short Critique on the historian 
and his great work; so discriminating and judicious, so 
mixed and compounded of sweet and bitter, so flattering to 
the author, and so humiliating to the man, that as the work 
from which it has been detached is not in every hand*, we 
may be pardoned for subjoining it, 

“ < Mr. Gibbon’s industry is indefatigable, his accuracy 
scrupulous, his reading, which is sometimes ostentatiously 
displayed, immense, his attention always awake, his memory 
retentive, his style emphatic and profound ; he pleads elo- 
quently for the rights of mankind, and the duty of tolera- 
tion; nor does his humanity ever slumber, unless when 
women are ravished, or the Christians persecuted, He often 
makes, when he cannot readily find, an occasion to dmsulé 
our religion, which he fates so cordially, that he might seem, 
to revenge some personal injury. Such is his eagerness in’ 
the cause, that he stoops to the most despicable pun, or to 
the most awkward perversion of language, for the pleasure of 
turning the Scriprure into ribaldry, or of calling Jesus an 
impostor. Though his style is in general correct and elegant, 
he sometimes draws out “ the thread of his verbosity finer 
than the staple of his argument.” In endeavouring to avoid 
vulgar terms, he too frequently dignifies triffes; and clothes 
common thoughts in a splendid dréss, that would be rich* 
enough fur the noblest ideas. In short, we are too often re= 
minded of that great man, Mr. Prig, the auctioneer, whose 
manuer was so Inimitably fine, that he had as much to say 
upon a ribbon asa Raphael. 

“* & fess pardonable faultis that rage for indecency which 
pervades the whole work; but especially the last) volumes: 
and to the honour of his ¢énsisteney, this is the same man, 
who is so prudish that hé-does not éall Belisariu’ a cuckold, 

debrag) “wowwwiy ots gynd iin poy be i a3 
4 The Raviewer is requested to notice the work. 
| M 2 
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because it 1s too bad a word for a decent historian to use. 
If the history were anonymous, I should guess that these dis- 
graceful obscenities were written by some debauchee, who 
having, from age, or accident, or excess, survived the practice 
of lust, stili indulged himself in the luxury of specelation, and. 
exposed the impotent imbecility, after he had lost the vigour, 
of his passions.’—— 

“‘ When it is remembered (proceeds the reviewer)—that 
the vice here reprehended, grew with his years; and that in 
the mean time, he was gradually eppressed by a peculiar 
distemper, (which though not the effect of debauchery, pro- 
bably reduced him to the state here described) it is impossi- 
ble not to acknowledge the penetration, it is difficult to blame 
the spite by which this just and cutting remark was dic- 
tated.” 

To this I cannot refrain from adding the manly and severe 
remonstrance of a faithful friend, the learned and ingenioug 
author of the History of Manchester, (Whitaker,) in a Letter 
to Gibbon, published in his Miscellaneous Works ; and noticed 
also in the same Quarterly Review, p.383. 

_ « —You never speak feebly, except when you come upon 
British ground ; and never weakly, except when you attack 
Christianity. In the former case, you seem to want informa- 
tion ; in the latter, you plainly want the candour of a citizen 
of the world, for the religion of yourcountry. Pardon me, 
Sir, but I cannot bear without indignation, your sarcasttc 
elyness upon Christianity ; and cannot see without pity your 
determined hostility to the Gospel. 

‘«« These, however, are trifles light as air, in my estimation, 

_when they are compared with what I think the great blot of 
your work, You have there exhibited Deism i a new shape, 
and in one that is more likely to affect the uninstructed 
millions, than the reasoning form which she has usually worne 
You seem to me, like another Tacitus, revived with all his 
animosity against Christianity, his strong philosophical spirit 
of sentiment And you will have the dishonour (pardon 
me, Sir,) of being ranked by the folly of scepticism, which is 
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—“ The three witnesses*, (1 John v. 7.) have 
been established in our Greek Testament, by the 
prudence of Hrasmus; the typographical fraud, 
or error of Robert Stephens, in the placing a 
crotchet ; and the deliberate falsehood, or strange 
misapprehension of Theodore Beza.”—To repel 
which Zravis indignantly wrote his Letters to Gid- 
on,—should be so far blinded by prejudice and fond- 
ness for an untenable hypothesis, as to affix himself 
a stigma upon their characters much more heinous. 
How could he suppose, even for a moment, that 
Robert Stephens,—to retort his own words— 
could be capable of so “ base an action, as to 
carry [off ] the whole fifteen, with him to Geneva, 
in A.D. 1552, though under an engagement to 
return the eight royal manuscripts’—{uncon- 
ditionally, whether ‘‘ demanded” ot not|—and 


working ‘so powerfully at present, among the most distine 
guished sceptics of the age. 

“ Thave long suspected the tendency of your opinions: I 
once took the liberty of hinting my suspicions but I did 
not think the pozson had spread so universally through your 
frame. And I can only deplore the misfortune, and a very 
great one, I consider it, to the Aighest and dearest interests of 
man, among your readers. I remain, with an equal mixture 
of regret and regard,” &c. &c. 


* Travis’s note, (p. 4,) is ingenious and acute:—“ There 
is a deficiency in this sentence, which ought to be supplied : 
St. John speaks of sir witnesses ; three in heaven, and three 
on earth. Mr. Gibbon has no quarrel with the three witnesses 


on earth: his remark is levelled against the ¢hree HEAVENLY | 
~ witnesses only.” 
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more especially, ‘‘ when he expected, day by day, 
this engagement to be enforced upon him in A.D. 
1556.” But that “ no requisition having ever 
been made of these eight manuscripts—they re- 
mained in Stephens’s possession, until his death m 
A.D. 1559; and afterwards in the custody of his, 
son Henry; or as it should seem, of his friend, 
Theodore Besa,’ Travis, Letters, p. 248—252. 
All of them strangely conspiring in a breach of 
trust ; and confederating to cheat the king of his 
property //! If this complicated fraud were true, 
no jury on earth would hesitate a moment, to find” 
a verdict for the plaintiff, Gibbon. But, the moral, 
honesty of Robert and Henry * Stephens, and of 


* On the back of the title-page Of the first volume of Henry 
Stephens’s Thesaurus Grece Lingue,—which immortalized, 
and ruined him,—are some elegiac Greek and Latin verses, of 
his own composition ; which may be thus closely translated : 

“¢ The treasure of the tongue, Hesiod counted best; 

The Greek, of all tongues, is best. by nature: 

And yet this treasure has robbed me of my treasures; 

And that, to all others best, to me is worst!” 


‘¢ Other treasures, in a moment, the finder enrich, 
. They convert even a beggar into a prince; 
This treasure, quite contrary, renders me poor from, rich, 
And furrows my youth with the wrinkles of age. 
But slight is the loss of wealth, the loss of youth, 
_ If you, reader, count not my labour slight.” 


Never, surely, will any scholay ‘¢ count,his labour slight,” 
by which /imself has been, and his posterity may be, enlight- 
ened and benefited, to the latest ages!) 

—~In losses, indeed, Stephens was not Pilates is 
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their pious and learned friend, Theodore Beza,. 
stands unimpeached by the most respectable Oppo- 
nents, Benson, Marsh, &c. 

fravis is not less unfortunate in his third voucher 
for Stephens’s accuracy, John Calvin, whose note 
he cites on the passage. Letters, p. 196. 

“ Lres sunt—in celo. Hoe totum in quibus- 
dam, omissum fuit. Hieronymus existimat malitid 
potius quam errore, id fuisse factum: et quidem a 
Latinis duntaxat. Sed quum ne Greci quidem 
codices inter se consentiant, vix quicquam asserere 
audeo. Quia tamen optime fluit contexrtus si hoc 
membrum addatur, et video in optimis et proba- 
tissime fider codicibus haberi, ego quoque liben- 


tissime amplector.” Comment. in. Epist. Canons. 


p: 74. 

Here Calvin meant, that the whole disputed 
clause,—not the words, zn clo, only—was omitted 
in some manuscripts of high. authority, the A/ler- 


andrine, the Vatican, &c. But from its easy and: 
natural connexion with the context, and also, from’ 


the support of the des¢ codices, and those of the 


was the scholar, whom at the age of eighteen, Wetstein held’ 


incompetent to collate exactly his Fathers: MSS. !—and. 


reckoned this objection self-evident,—duce meridianG clarius # 
Proleg. p. 144.—At emghteen, Henry was probably: one of the’ 


best Greek scholars in Europe, not inferior, even to his Fa 
ther; whose “ industry he rivalled,” as he declared himself 
in the.title-page of his Greek Thesaurus—Paterne in Thesauro’ 
Latino dilgentie: emulus.--- See the last note of this Letter, for’ 
an-account of the erudition and industry of Robert Stephens. 
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most approved authority, such as the Compluten- 
sean edition, and the Ravian and Montfort MSS. 
as they were then held by the learned ; though he 
would not venture positively to pronounce it ge- 
nuine, yet he was most readily disposed to embrace 
it as probably so. 


This note, therefore, is totally irrelevant * to the 


* The sacred cause of truth and justice required this 
fuller exposure of the misrepresentations of Archdeacon 
Travis, in this branch of his argument; by which, I con- 
fess, I was misled myself, in the first fugitive and cruder 
publication of these Letters, for want of sufficient informas 
tion to form a correcter judgement; until I was undeceived 
by the masterly vindication of Bishop Marsh, Still, how- 
ever, the same regard to truth and justice, leads me to 
confine this censure, only to some points; the questions 
about the authenticity of the Rapian, and Montfort manu- 
scripts, and about the position of Stephens’s semicircle, in 
1 John v. 7. and the existence of his manuscripts ;—in which 
the warmth of his zeal to support the doctrine of THE TrRI- 
nity, led him to prove too much, and so far to injure a good 
cause, In other parts of his yaluable Letters to Gibbon, and 
especially in the Appendix, he has collected many curious, 
and important, and scarce documents, which throw much 
light on the obscurity of this mysterious subject ; especially, 
those invaluable articles of Gregory Nazianzen, No. XXVIII. 
Athanasius, No. XXXIV. and the Profession of Faith by the 
African Fathers,in A.D. 484, given at full length, No. XXXI. 
and not, according to the usual iuiguity of quetation, piece~ 
meal, or by scraps. This last document, in particular, is 
most satisfactory, and carries with it irresistible evidence of 
the extent and compass of Biblical information possessed by 
these African Prelates; whom it is the fashion of the Ger- 
man school, Wetstein, Griesbach, &c. to decry ;~—depreciating 
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question in debate, - the accuracy or inaccuracy 
of the position of Stephens’s semicircle, — (or 
crotchet, as Gibbon ludicrously calls it.) But it 
is valuable and important for the laudable hesita- 
tion it evinces not to dogmatize in doubtful mat- 
ters; while he considered the internal evidence as 
preponderating in its favour, which indeed is its 
chief support; and therefore thought himself war- 
ranted to embrace it. And surely, John Calvin 
is no inconsiderable advocate, as a scholar, and as 
a divine. 

When, therefore, Archdeacon Travis went to 
Paris in 1791, to search for the eight MSS. in the 
king’s library, under a firm persuasion that they 
were not there; it is no wonder, - that his collation 
of the supposed MSS. should be so exceedingly 
unsatisfactory, as his opponent, Bishop Méarsh, by 
a most ingenious and exhaustive process, has 
proved it to be, in the first appendiv of his Letters 
to Travis, pp. 157—240, which reflect the highest 
credit, throughout, on his critical acumen, and 
persevering industry, and variety and copiousness 
of research ; and may, without flattery, be justly 


recommended as a finished model of literary con- 
troversy. 


what they cannot confute; by a morbid and mischievous 
scepticism, which would unsettle the best established records ; 
as in the case of Pere Harduin, who undertook to prove 
Virgil’s E£netd a forgery ; or Thomas Paine the book of Job a 
Hebrew translation from a Greek original ! 
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» In an evil hour for himself,—not for the public, — 
the Arclideacon attacked the Bishop’s curious and 1m- 
portant discovery of one of Stephens MSS. marked, 
iy’, In a manuscript of the University Library at 
Cambridge, marked, Kk. 6. 4. which he has 
proved to be the same, by the most minute and 
laborious investigation, even toa moral certainty ; 
shewing, that this MS. formerly belonged to Va- 
table, or Vatablus, the intimate friend of Stephens ; 
and that it critically agrees in. twenty-four. places, 
some of them long, with Stephens’s marginal cita- 
tions of +7, throughout the Catholic caistlods and 
that it is not inconsistent therewith, in the twenty- 
fifth citation from Jam. v. 7, as Zravis had misre-: 
presented, p. 411. But this Coder Vatabli, or Y's 
(one of the seven, cited in the margin of 1 John 
v., 73) wants the entire disputed clause; and 
thereby, proves,. that the semicircle is actually mis- 
placed ati sev, and. should. be removed to 77; in 
perfecticonformity, as we have seen; with Stephens’s 
Latin Testaments. 

The eight: MSS. returned Ms Sha to the 
Parisian Tee are not yet, ascertained by. the. 
imperfect. collations of Le Long and Lleschier ; 
who, even Grieshach allows, may both have been 
mistaken as to the numbers assigned to these ma- 
nuscripts, in the varying catalogues of the King’s’ 
library (falli uterque poturt. Proleg. pp. xix. xxii.) 
nor, on the other hand, by,the inaccurate counter- 
collations of Travis. These MSS. indeed, must 
be more fully and carefully collated anew in al/ 
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the references throughout the entire margin of the 
edition of 1550, before their correspondence to 
Stephens’s numerals, can be established. 

What has been already proved, however, is 
abundantly sufficient to shew that Stephens’s: mar- 
ginal references to certain MSS. both in, and out 
of the king’s library, are not a forgery, as inti- 
mated by. some. of his prejudiced adversaries ;' es- 
pecially Griesbach,«vix comminisci potuissent 
Stephani fautores, quicquam tam. zncredibile, quam 
est i/la de Codicibus Stephanicis fabula! Dhiatribe, 
p. [7.] 

This vindication of the moral character of that 
distinguished, promoter of CLASSICAL and: BIBLT~ 
CAL LITERATURE*, from the apologies of his 
injudicious friends, and from the ca/ummnies of his 
prejudiced foes, is freely offered as a, grateful 
homage, | 

To the memory of 
That illustrious scholar }, and honest’ man, 


* The advantages of classical and biblical literature, may 
well be expressed in the words of a classical puet, Horace: 


Doctrina vim promovet insitam, 
RECTIQUE CULTUS pectora_ roborant, 


«¢ Learning improves. the implanted power of mandy. 
And culture, right invigorates the heart.” 

+ Robert Stephens’s Greek Preface to his critical edition of 
the N. T. in 1550, is a model of.classical composition. And 
the Greek eulogy.of. his patron, Francis: I. rivals, in diction, 
and sentiment, though, short, Eusebius’s Life of Constantine 
the Great, which probably, suggested.it, His. immortal Thee 
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Rozertr STEPHENS, 
Of whom the world was not worthy. 
Tis persecutions, alas ! 
Ceased not, with his life ; 
But, like those of England’s morning star, 
Joun Wictirrr, 
Insulted his ashes. 
Wiciirre and SrepHENs were lovely in their 
lives, » 
And in their deaths they were not divided; 
May they rest in peace ! 
Where the wicked cease from troubling, 


Saurus Lingue Latine, and the several lexicons, dictionaries, 
grammars, classic authors, Bibles, Testaments, and other miscela 
leneous works, that issued from. his prolific press, in the 
Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and French languages, evince the un- 
common variety and compass of his erudition. The list of 
his publications, from 1526 to 1559, fills no less than four 
close printed folio pages of his Life, prefixed to the first of 
the four volumes of the London edition of his Thesaurus, 
1734.—He died at the early age of 56 ; “ fuller of labours 
than of years ; ending a life, short indeed, if we regard its 
duration; but very long, if we regard his works,” —— 
** And his works follow him,” 
Amodavay ers AnAgirate 
“* Though dead, he ts still spoken of.” 
The righteous shall be in everlasting remembrance.” 
Quique sui memores alios JSecere merendo, 
“ And they who have made others mindful of them by 
| deserving.” 
Dignum laude virum musa vetat mori. 
“« The historic muse forbids: 
A praise-worthy person to die,” 
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And the weary be at rest : 
Where, their pious LABOUR OF LOVE, 
To instruct and reform mankind, 
Is NoT IN VAIN, IN THE Lorp, 
Let my soul be with theirs ! 
With those burning and shining lights, 
Who enjoy the glorious reward 
Of the PaTIENCE and FattH of the Saints, 
IN THE MANY MANSIONS OF BLISS: 
As star differeth from star in glory. 
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LETTER XIU. 


Griesbach’s mutilation of 1 John v. 7, 8. farther proved from 
II]. the Ancient Versions—the Latin Vuleate.—Jerome’s 
prologue—its authenticity proved, from Jerome's confession 
of faith—from MSS.—from Wicliffi—IV. From the Fathers, 
Tertullian, Cyprian, . Athanasius.x—Sir Isaac Newton’s in- 
judicious censure of the disputed clause—vindicated 
himself from the imputation of Sabellianism, Socinianism 
and = Arianism.—Gregory Nazianzen.—Inturgies of the 
Greek and Latin Churches.—Phebadius. —Augustine— - 
African Fathers’ remarkable profession of Faith.— Fulgentiusy 
Omissions, not absolute contradictions, nor direct im- 
peachments of facts—accounted for, in regard to the dis- 
puted clause.—Similar silence of the early Greek and 
Latin Fathers, respecting other important texts:—Total 
Silence of the Heretics to impeach, if an interpolation.— 
Lhe internal evidence in its support.—Analysis of the 
whole paragraph—and of the two internal arguments.— 
Origin of the mystical interpretation of the eighth verse. 
Authenticity of the seventh verse, attested by Griesbach 
himself, by Ernestz, and by Vaipy. 


I NOW resume the examination of the remain- 
ing branches of the external evidence, for and 
eee the authenticity of the created text, 1 John, 


Vv. pee: 
Lil. ANCIENT VERSIONS. 


1. The Vulgate version. The disputed clause 
is found in this, as we have seen, This version, 
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as we learn from Jerome himself, was rendered 
conformable throughout to the Greek text: Novum 
Testamentum fidei Grece* reddidi. And he thus 
describes his process ; ‘‘ If at any time a question 
arises among the Zatin copies, and there be a 
variety of readings between them, we recur to 
‘the fountain of the Greek Language, in which 
the New Testament was written.” Hieron. Sunie 
et Fretele. Vol. i. p. 26, Edit. FErasm. 1546, 
or Travis, p. 43, 139. And in the prologue to 
the seven Canonical epistles, he has given his 
sanction to this verse in the most decided terms. 

‘‘ Had these Epistles been as faithfully rendered 
into the Latin language by the interpreters, as 
they were written by the Apostles, James, Peter, 
John, and Jude, they would not produce ambi- 
guity to the readers, nor would the varieties of 
expression contradict each other: especially in 
that place, where we read of the Unity of the 
Trinity in the first epistle of John. In which we 
have found, that unfaithful translators have 
erred greatly from the truth of the Faith ; insert- 
ing in their editions only the testimony of the 
three words, ‘ water, blood, and spirit,’ and 
omitting the testimony of ‘ the Kather, the Word, 
and the Spirit ;’ by which, principally, both the 


* What became of Jerome’s Greek MSS.? His translation 
was made at Bethlehem, near Jerusalem, about A. D. 384. 
Soon after his death the Saracens subdued the Holy Land, 
and after them the Turks, His MSS, perished during their 
desolating dominion, 
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Catholic faith is confirmed, and the one substance 
of the divinity of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost, is proved.” See the original, 
Diatribe, p. [24*.] 

To set aside, if possible, this testimony, Gries- 
bach, as usual, objects to this prologue, 1. as 
“ falsely ascribed to Jerome of old,” and 2. not 
to be found in any manuscripts prior to the ninth 
century; and 3. that in several, especially the 
older, the author’s name is omitted.” 

(1.) But the same sentiments precisely are to 
be found in other parts of Jerome’s writings, allowed 
to be genuine. 


* John Wicliff, also, in his English Translation of the 
New Testament, A. D, 1380, has prefixed a translation of 
this Prologue of Jerome, to the Catholic or general Epistle of 
St. James; thus vouching his belief of its authenticity. 
The following is a specimen of his translation of the extract 
in the Text. 

‘‘ The whiche epistlis, if they hadden be treuli turned of 
the translatouris into Latyn speche, as they weren maad of 
the Apostlis, thei schulden have maad no doute to rederis, 
ne the variaunce of wordis schulde not have ynpugned itsilf, 
nameli, in that place in the firste epistle of z00n, where we 
reden of the oonhede of the trynyte; where we fynden, that 
there hath be greet errour of untrue translatouris fro the 
treuthe of the Feith, while thei setten in hir translaciouns 
oonli the names of three thingis, that is of wadir, of blood, 
and of the spzrzt; and leeveth the witnessyng of the fadir, 
and of the Sone, and of the Spirit: in which [witnessyng] 
our comyn bileve is most strengthid, and it is proved, that 
there is oon substaunce of godheed of the Fadir and of the 
Sone and of the hoali Spirit.”—————Jerom in his prolog on 
this pistle seith this. 
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Yn his epistle to Marcella, he thus impeaches 
the unfaithfulness of the Latin translators, “ I 
wished to recal to the Greek origin (from whence 
they do not deny that they were translated) the 
corruption of the Latin copies ; which is proved 
by the diversity of all the books.” Travis, p. 
369. | 

And in unison with the foregoing, is his 
solemn confession of faith, inscribed to pope 
Damasus*. 

‘‘ And as, confounding Arias, we say that there 
is one and the same substance of the Trinity, and 
confess one God in three persons; so, shunning 
the impiety of Sabedlius, we distinguish the three 
persons, expressed by their peculiarity. The 
father is always Father, the Son is always Son, 
and the Holy Ghost is always Holy Ghost, And 
thus, in substance they are one (unum) but in 
persons and in names they are distinguished,” 
Hieron. op. vol, iy. p. 4%, or Trayis, Append, No, 
RAUL T+ ch 

The prologne, therefore, is not “ falsely, but 
truly ascribed to Jerome,” since it tallies with his 
sentiments and doctrine. 


* This Confession is found in the front of the earliest 
edition of Jerome’s Epistles, Venet. A.D. 1488, and is 
quoted as his by the venerable Bede, in the eighth century, 
Arium, Vigilantium, eorumque sequaces, aperte redarguit 
Hieronymus, dicens in Epistola de egplanatione Jidet ad Dama- 
sum papam, “ Confundentes drium, &c.” Ed. Basil. 1563. 
p- 1104, 
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(2.) The second objection is captious; because 
no manuscripts of the Latin Vulgate are now to be | 
found, prior to the mzzth century; all that have 
been collated bearing as late or a later date. 

(3.) A very considerable majority of the oldest 
and best MSS. exhibit this prologue, not always, 
indeed, in its proper place, viz. immediately before 
the Epistles of St. John; and, when not, found 
there, it was hastily presumed, by Griesbach and 
others, without further examination, that the 
MSS. in question did not contain it. The 
omission of the author’s name, however, is per- 
fectly immaterial ; for its proper position before 
the Catholic Epistles in other MSS. joined to the 
internal evidence of the prologue itself, prove that 
it could belong to no other than Jerome; and of 
course, wherever else it was found, it was equally. 
his property. And further, from the researches of 
fravis, in the Royal Library at Paris, in the 
month of July, 1791, it appears that, out of 
twelve of the most ancient MSS. of the ninth, 
tenth, and eleventh centuries, only two omit the 
prologue; out of fourteen such MSS. in the 
Palatine library at Vienna, inspected by professor 
Alter, only one omits it; and out of fen, in the 
library of Trinity College, Dublin, only one omits 
it. And, in fine, out of 163 MISS. inspected in 
these three public libraries, only 18 omit it in all; 
leaving a balance of 145, in eyery one of which, 
this Prologus galeatus, (as it has.been styled) 

N 2 . 
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has been actually found. See Travis, p. 137. 
Append. xxxili. p. 53— 57. 

3. As to the other later versions, the Syriac, 
and iis descendants, the Arabic, Coptic, Sahidic, 
Ethiopic, they all omit the clause, both editions 
and MSS. As do the editions of the Armenian, 
prior to 1699, which last evidently borrowed the 
clause from the Latin Vulgate. But their omisy 
sions are of little weight, compared with the in- 
sertions of the earlier Vulgate version, | 


IV. FATHERS, 


If we proceed in the order of time, the first 
that is found to refer to the clause, is 

1. Tertullian, the learned Latin Father, A. D. 
200, in the following passage ; 

‘Thus the connection of the Father in the 
Son; and of the $on in the Paraclete, (or Foly 
Spirit, John xvi. 15.) makes three [persons] con- 
nected with each other; which three are one 
j substance,] (1 John y. 7,) not one [person :] 
In like manner, it is said, I and the Father are 
one, (John x. 30,) referring to unity of substance, 
not to singularity of number, [or person.] Ter- 
tull. Advers. Praxeam, cap. xxv. p. 506. Here 
the tacit reference to John xvi. 15, though not 
expressed, intimates an intentional reference to the 
parallel text, 1 John v. 7. The elder Fathers 
seldom quoted Scripture expressly, for want of 
the modern divisions of chapters and verses. 


( 181 ) 

Praveas the heretic, against whom Tertullian 
wrote, was a Sabellian. We held the personal 
identity of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; and 
maintained the imonstrous doctrines; that the 
Father was the Holy Spirit who overshadowed 
the Virgin Mary, that He was born of her; and 
that He suffered on the cross, as Jesus Christ 
himself!!! Prareas endeavoured to prove this, 
from 1. Our Lord’s reply to Philip ; “I and my 
Lather are one,” (John x. 30,) and 2. “ He that 
hath seen me, hath seen the Father,” (xiv. 9,) 
and 3. “‘ Tam in the Father, and the Father in 
me,” (xiv. 11.) ‘“* To these three texts,” says 
Tertullian, ‘‘ the heretics wish the whole Bible to 
submit: but the few ought rather to be under- 
stood according to the many.” And he proceeds 
to answer them in order. | 

1. “ These fools and blind,” says he, “see not 
in the first place, that ‘ego er pater,’ signify two 
persons ; next, the last term ‘ sumus,’ is in the 
plural number, and, therefore, cannot be spoken 
of one person; and, in fine, because the ex- 
pression is unum sumus, not unus sumus.” 
Cap. xxii. 

2. Lertullian quotes several passages, John 
Xvi. 28; xiv. 6; vi. 44; Luke x. 22; John v. 96; 
to. prove that Christ only declared himself the 
Representative of the Father: through whom the 
Father might be seen in works, and heard in 
words; and known in the Son, whilst he exhibited 
the words and works of his Father: since the 
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Father himself is indisible. This, Philip had not 
only learned, but ought to have ‘relndtiber tl: in 
the law, “ No man shall see God and live.” aig 
Xxxiii. 20,) Cap. xxiii. 

3. ‘ Lastly,” says he, “ if Jesus Christ had 
meant to be understood to assert, that the Father 
and the Som were the same [person,] by saying, 
He who hath seen me hath seen the Father ; why 
does he add, ‘ Believe ye not that Tam in the 
Father, and the Father 1x me?’ He ought rather 
to have added, Believe ye not that I am the 
Father ? He, therefore, plainly shews a union a of 
two persons.” Cap. xxiv. 

From this analysis of his preliminary argument 
with Pravreas, it is evident, that Tertullian meant 
to wrest the first and principal text, Johh x. 30, 
out of the hands of his adversaries ; by shewing 
that it was irrelevant. And then he judiciously 
applies it in explanation of the parallel expression, 
in 1 John v. 7, tres unum sunt. Which bears 
directly against the Sabellian doctrine of con- 
founding the persovis of the Trinity: as Pravreas 
had done at the commencement of the disputation, 
assuming the personal identity of the Father, 
Son, and Paraclete. As a quotation from Serip- 
ture, therefore, it is essential to his argument, to 
‘which it adds greater force and authority. And 
‘as ego et pater unum sumus, is unquestionably e 
quotation from John x. 30, so the ‘expréssion 
‘tres unum sunt, is proved to be a quotation (ikeé- 
‘wise ; by the words ita and guo modo dictum est. 
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See the whole arguments stated more fully, Travis, 
p. 80—89; Nolan, p. 297-300. And this is 
demonstrated by the express quotation of both 
texts, by his disciple A 

2. Cyprian, A.D. 248. Dicit Dominus, Ego 
et Pater unum sumus. Et de Patre et Filio et 
Spiritu Sancto scriptum est, Et he tres unum 
sunt.” 

The Lord saith, “ Zand my Father are one:” 
and it is written, of the Father, and the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit, “ And these three are one.” 
Here the expression, scriptum est, marks the 
quotation beyond doubt. De unitate Eccles. p. 
109, and Cyprian is so understood by Fulgentzus, 
as will be shewn in the sequel. 

It is remarkable, that Tertullian and Cyprian, 
in referring to 1 John v. 7, have both substituted 
Filius “ the Son,” for Sermo, “ the Word or 
Oracle,” in the second person. ‘This was neces- 
sary in a controversy with the Sabel/ians ; who 
took advantage of the ambiguity of the term, Aeyos, 
or Sermo, denoting either a person, or an attri- 
bute of the Deity, to wrest it to the latter sense. 
As shewn in the third Letter, explaining the nature 
of the Sabellian heresy. 

Upon the authority of Cyprian, we presume, 
this peculiar reading was introduced into the re- 
visal of Eusebius of Vercelli ; whence it passed 
into the Waldensian Confession of Faith, about 
A.D. 1200, which, in expounding the Apostles’ 
Creed, has these words: Le quel Diew est un 
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Trinité, comme il est ecrit en Ja Loy: O Israel, 
ecoute, &c. (Deut. vi. 4,) et S. Jean, Il yen a 
trois qui rendent temoignage au ciel, le Pere, le 
Fils, et le 8. Esprit : et ces trois sont un. Perrin 
Hist. des Vaudois et Albigeois, chap. v. p- 201, 
&c. Through the Lodlards, who were disciples 
of the Waldenses, it made its way into Wickliff’s 
Translation, as remarked by Nolan, Pref. p. XIX. 
which renders thus :—“ And the Spirit is he that 
witnessith, that Christ is truthe. For three ben 
that gyven witnessyng in hevene, the Fadir, the 
Sone, and the Hooli Goost; and these three ben 
oon. And three ben that gyven witnessyng in 
erthe, the Spirit, Watir, and Blood, and these 
three ben oon.” | i 

Here the variation from the Latin Vulgate, in 
two points, in substituting the Son, and repeating 
the clause these three be one, and its difference 
from the last in the Greek Vulgate, shews that it 
was not copied from either: and affords a curious 
variety of the text of high antiquity, furnished by 
Cyprian, prior to the Vulgate. 

3. Athanasius, A.D. 326. This most cele- 
brated of the Orthodox Greek Fathers, in his 
Synopsis of the first epistle of St. J ohn, refers to 
the disputed clause, in the following passage, more 
closely rendered from the original. See Travis, 
p. 51, &c. And his Appendix, No. XXXV. Pp. 
59. “ And lastly, St. John distinguisheth what 
Spirit is of God, and what of error; (iv. 6,) and 
when we are known to be children of God, and 
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wher of the Devil; (iii. 10.) and concernizg » 
what sin we ought to pray for offenders; (v. 16,) 
and that he who loveth not his neighbour is not 
worthy of his vocation, and cannot be called 
Christ's ; (iv. 20,) and, moreover, he sheweth the 
unity of the Son with the Father, (xai rnv Sornt« 
Se re vis wpos Tov matepa Seimyual, V. 7,) and that whose 
denieth the Son holdeth not the Father ; (ii. 23.) 
He distinguisheth further in this Epistle, saying, 
that this also is peculiar to Antichrist, to say that 
Jesus Christ himself is not the Son ; in order that 
it may appear, that if he be not, the Zar might 
say that himself is [the Son.] (i. 22.) And 
throughout the whole epistle,- he exhorteth the 
believers in the Lord, not to despond, if they 
are hated by the world, but rather to rejoice; 
because the hatred of this world sheweth that the 
believers have passed over from this world, and 
are sharers of the heavenly conversation. (iii. 13, 
14.) And at the end of the epistle, he again 
remindeth them, saying, that the Son of God 2s 
eternal life, and that this is the true God, 
wat ws adrnbivoy, (perhaps, xas BTos 9 aAnfivos, V» 20.) 
And that we should serve this [God] (rerw) and 
keep ourselves from idols.” 

This masterly synopsis, and paraphrase, of the 
spirit, rather than of the letter of this Epistle, 
furnishes internal evidence, that it was really 
written by Athanasius himself; and, accordingly, 
it is ascribed to him by the ablest critics, Dupin, 
Simon, and WVetstein. The Benedictine Editors. 
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of his works, however, followed by Griesbach, 
wish to ascribe it to Exthalius, Elias Cretensis, 
or some other ancient writer ; the former, desirous 
to invalidate his evidence against the A pocryphat 
Books of Tobit, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, and 
Baruch, as not Canonical, which the Council of 
Lrent pronounced to be Canonical, under the 
anathema of Pope Pius IV.’s bull: the latter, to 
get rid of his stubborn testimony to the disputed 
clause, in the expression, tay fvornra re die Weos Tov 
werepa, because that unity is taught no where else 
in the Epistle. If it be objected, that no notice is 
taken of the Holy Spirit, the third person of the 
Trinity, it may be answered, that it is plainly 
intimated, and tacitly opposed to the Sadellian 
doctrine of Praveas, at the beginning. 

And Athanasius himself, in his apology to the 
Emperor Constantius, repelling the charge of 
having held a secret correspondence with the late 
Emperor Constans, the brother and the rival of 
Constantius, furnishes the following strong pre- 
sumptive evidence, that he wrote the Synopsis. 

“I did not write to your brother, except when 
the Lusebian party wrote to him against me, and 
I found it necessary, while I was still at Alevan- 
dria, to apologize for myself: and [except] when 
he ordered me te compose tadiets of the Holy 
Scriptures ; which I did, and sent them. (xa 
ors wvutia twyv Sewy YpePwv xerAEvoavros auTs [AOL KaTAH 
PXEUACH, TAUTR Toinoas, amescina. ) For when I apolo- 
gize, it is fit that I should tell truth to. your 
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Majesty.” See the Original, Travis, p. 152; ot 
Nolan, p. 131, 132, note. 

The Benedictine Editors wishing, at any rate, 
to get rid of the Synopsis, supposed that St. Atha- 
nasius prepared an edition of the Holy Scriptures, 
under the auspices of the Emperor Constans, and 
that his revisal was made, A. D. 340, Nolan, p. 
131, 132; but the term zuxriov (which is a dimi- 
nutive from avzros,) rather ‘signifies a tablet, or 
small roll* ; than a large volume, such as the 
Bible, and it is so applicable to a Synopsis, or 
abridgement of the Scriptures, which Constans 
might naturally desire ; that we cannot hesitate to 
prefer its application to the Synopsis ; with which 
it so exactly corresponds. The Benedictines. 
wished, indeed, to place the Synopses among the 
dubia of Athanasius. And some ascribe it to 
another Athanasius, who flourished near the end 
of the fifth century. This opinion was adopted 
by Mill, with some hesitation, and by /Vetstein, 
positively. But even if true, the Synopsis is 
valuable for its Antiquity: And surely some 
respect is due to the first Editors, who inserted 
it among the genuine works of the Nécene Fathers ; 
and who were free from the prejudices of the 
Benedictines. 

‘4. In the works of Athanasius is printed a 
Dialogue, supposed to have taken place between 


= Suidas explains sruntiov—iemior, mvaxidior, “ a@ little 
book,” a Little tablet.” See Luke i. 63. 
2 
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Athanasius and Arius, at Nice, in which is the 
following passage : | a 

“ But further, is not that guickening and 
sanctifying baptism, productive of remission of 
sins, without which, 70 one shall see the kingdom 
of heaven, given to the faithful, by the thrice 
blessed appellation ? (ev TH Tpionaxapig ovouaore,) [OF 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.] And beside 
all these [texts,] John affirms, ‘ and these three 
ave one.” Athanas. op. Paris, 1698, Vol. II. p, 
229, or Travis, p. 143, 32. 

This admirable collection and condensation of 
texts relative to Baptism and the Trinity, con- 
eluding with an express appeal to the disputed 
clause ; namely, Mark i. 3; Matt. iii. 11; John 
nl. 3—5; Tit. ili. 5; Matt. xxviii. 19; 1 John 
¥. 7; is so conformable to the spirit of the 
Synopsis, and so worthy of Athanasius himself, 
that I can scarcely be persuaded that it was written 
by any other. 

Griesbach is blind to this evidence: and thus 
dogmatically censures the passage :-— TTeos 3¢ reros 
act, (beside other arguments and texts praving 
the Trinity, in great measure, most irrelevantly 
applied,) xat Iwawns Pace xas of ress to sv siaiy,” 
Diatribe, p.[10.] Here Griesbach misprints the 
concluding clausule; which, in the Benedictine 
edition, 18 xa: of rps & sow It is clearly a typo- 
graphical error, from the omission of es, before 70, 

Sir Isaac Newton, indeed, whom we are sorry 
to sec among the assailants of the disputed clause, 
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thus objects to ‘‘ the feigned disputation of Atha- 
nasius with Arius at Nice :—For the words cited 
are only, ‘ Zhese three are one,’ without naming 
the persons of the Trinity before them*.” How 


** Dr. Carpenter, Mr. Belsham, and the Unitarian School 
in general, are anxious to claim in their favour, the high 
authority of Sir Isaac Newton, that great philosopher, as a 
Sabellian, Socinian, or Arian, from his posthumous Letters te 
Le Clerc, first correctly published in Horsley’s edition of 
his works, Vol. V. But the imputation is calumnious: 

1. Sir Isaac had the highest veneration for the Scriptures 
in general, and for the writings of St. John in particular, 
whose Apecalypse he has ably illustrated. And in these 
Letters thus expresses himself:—‘* I have that Aonour for Ste 
John, as to believe that he wrote good sense ; and, therefore, 
do most implicitly take that sense to be Ais, which is, [or 
which at least appears to me to be] the best.” Newton's 
Works, Vol. V. p. 530. | 

2. The allegorical explanation of 1 John v. 8, Sir Isaae 
rejected as ‘* forced, strained, and corrupt.”—‘* It seems,” 
says he, “ to have been invented by the Montunists, to give 
countenance to their Trinity.” The Montanists were Sabel- 
hans according to Jerome, * including the Tri7t- within the 
narrow precincts of one person.” (Trinttatem in unius persone 
angustias concludentes.) Newton, therefore in condemning 
their Trinity, proved that he was no Sabellian. 

3. * The Socinians,” says he, ‘* have dealt too injuriously 
with Cyprian, while they would have this place corrupted: 
{namely, his citation of the three heavenly witnesses in the 
text, | for Cyprian in another place, (Epist. ad Jub:anum, } 
repeats the same thing. These places of Cyprian, being in 

_my opinion genuine, seem so apposite to prove the testamony 
-of the three in heaven, that I should never have suspected a 
mistake in it, (viz. the seventh verse,) could I but have re- 
conciled it with the ignorance I met with of this reading, in 
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was it possible for Sir Jsaac to. overlook the 
FOU AKALIA OVOUAoE of the preceding sentence, which 
rendered the repetition unnecessary, And as for 


the next aye [to Cyprian’s] among the Latins of both Africa 
_ and Europe, as well as among the Greeks.” Newton, there- 
fore, in censuring the Sociaians for their il] treatment of 
Cyprian, proved that he was no Secinian, And his objectivn 
to the text, from the supposed silence of the Greek and 
Latin Fathers of the ensuing age, being founded throughout 
on mistake oy misrepresentation of the testimonies of Jerome, 
Phebadius, Augustine, Eucherius, Athanasius, Gregory Na+ 
zienzen, Euthymius Zygabenus, &e. had he been beter ine 
formed on the subject, he must, upon his own principles, 
have acquiesced in Cyprian’s testimony; joined to the z#- 
ternal evidence, to which he does not appear to have paid 
any attention. 
4. Newton was no Arian, as proved by Whiston’s testimony, 
in his Memoirs of his own Life, Vol. 1 p. 249, 250. 
** On or about the year 1720, I take it to have been, that 
I was refused to be admitted a Member of the Royal Sociaty 
by Sir Isaac Newton. The case was this: Sir Hans Sloane, 
Dr. Edmund Halley, and myself, were once together at 
~Child’s Coffce-house in St. Paul’s Churcheyard; and Dr. 
Halley asked me why I was not a Memher of that Society? 
I answered, because they durst not choose an Aeretick. 
Upon which Dr. Halley said to Sir Hans Sloane, that if he 
would propose me, he would second it [himself:] which was 
done accordingly. When Sir Isaac Newton heard this, he 
was greatly concerned ; and by what I then heard, closeted 
some of the Members, in order to get rid of me: and told 
them, that if I was chosen « Member, he would not be Pre- 
sedent.” . | 
For this curious and authentic fact, Iam immediately in- 
debted to Bishop Burgess’s Third Address to the Persons 
cabling themselves Unitarians, 1815. P. 21, 
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the charge of “ feigned,” nothing is easier to 
bring, nor harder to prove, nor more truly repre- 
hensible, especially in high and imposing charac- 
ters, than “‘ zdle assertion.” (Matt. xii. 36,) 

The internal evidence, we have seen, strongly 
supports its authenticity ; and, surely, the early 
traditions that ranked it among the genuine 
remains of this most celebrated of the Orthodox 
Fathers, is entitled to more respect than the hardy 
negation of a few modern critics; interested in 
depreciating the authority of the passage, because 
it militates most decidedly against their prejudices, 
Upon both accounts, therefore, we shall not hesi- 
tate to attribute the passage, either to Athanasius 
himself, or to some contemporary writer, tho- 
roughly conversant in his doctrines, 

4. Athanasius is succeeded by Gregory Na- 
zianzen, his contemporary, A.D. 870, whose 
learning and piety will consecrate his name to the 
latest times. This eloquent writer and acute 
critic has given the following admirable specimen 
of his discriminating talents, (more closely trans- 
lated,) from his sublime Oration on the Hloly 
| Lights; in perfect unison with Athanasius. (Greg. 
Nazian. Orat. 39, or Travis, p. 49. Appendix, 
XXVIL p. 25.) 

After apologizing for the repetitions in his dis- 
course, which he ascribes to the awful impression 
made on his voice, his conceptions, and his under- 
standing, whenever he uttered the name of et ; 
he thus proceeds; 
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“When I speak of Gon, may ye be shone 
round about by the one, and the three lights? 
(ix Puri, Weciaseadnre, xas rest.) T hree, indeed, ac~- 
cording to their properties or subsistences, (if any 
one so chuse to call them,) or their persons ; (for 
we will not cavil about zames, so long as the 
words lead to the same meaning, ) but ove in res- 
pect to their being, or Godhead. For [the God- 
head] is divided undividedly, (as E may so say, ) 
and is conjoined dividedly: for the Godhead is 
one in three, and THE THREE, ONE: namely, 
the [three] zx whom ts the Godhead, or to speak 
more accurately, (which is the Godhead.) iy yao 
ev Tero, 1 Ocorns, xa ra Tea evi ra, ev ols 7 Qzorns, n 
(ro axesesegov eimai) &, 4 Qcorns. ) The redundancies 
and ellipses, we will omit: neither rendering the 
anity, confusion; nor the division, separation. 
(ere Tiv svwow, ouyyxvow epyaCoevor, BTe Thy diaipEsIy 
adrorgway.) For let us equally avoid the Sabellan 
confusion [of persons:] and the Arian division 
[of substance :] errors, diametrically opposite in- 
deed, but ranking equally in impiety: for why 
should we either compound God erroneously, or 
divide him unequally? ‘ For to us [belevers,] 
there is ONE Gop, the Father, of whom are all 
things; and one Lorn, Jesus Christ, by whom 
are all things; and one Hoty Guost, in 
whom are all things: (1 Cor. viii. 6,) these ex- 
pressions, ‘ of whom, by whom, in whem,’ not 
separating the natures ; (for neither the proposi- 
‘tions, nor the arrangement of the names, would 
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warrant it,) but characterising the properties of 
one and the same unconfused nature. And this is 
evident, because they are again collected into one; 
if the declaration of the same Apostle be not negli- 
gently read, namely, ‘ of him, and by him, and 
to him, are all things: to Hin be glory for ever- 
more, Amen.’ (Rom. xi. 36.) Tue Faruer, 
is Lather, and without beginning ; for he is not 
from any one: THE Soy, is Son, and not without 
beginning ; because he is of the Father: but if 
you reckon his beginning from ¢ime, he also is 
without beginning ; for He is the maker of times, 
and, therefore, not subject to times. THE 
Sprrit, is truly Holy Spirit, proceeding indeed 
from the Father, but not like the Son; not by 
generation, but by procession.. If we may be 
allowed in any wise to znnovate concerning names, 
for the sake of perspicuity, neither does THE 
Fatuer cease to be undegotten, (exsavtos rns 
avyewnoias) because he begat; nor the Son, to be 
begotten, because he is from the unbegotten 
Father (for how could that bet) nor is THE 
SPiriT absorbed either in the Father, or in the 
Son; because he hath preceeded, and because he 
is God; aithough not acknowledged by the 
Atheists. ‘Vherefore, as we have said, there is 
one God in three [persons] and these three are 
one.” (fs sv eos ev reioi, xa ra TOI fy.) 

This luminous metaphysical argument, uncur- 
tailed, furnishes, perhaps, the best comment any 
where to be found, on the leading doctrine of the 
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Athanasian Creed, without descending into its 
subsequent subtleties, or ‘‘ redundances” of expo- 
sition, which this enlightened Father discreetly 
omitted: he also avoided its zmnovations in the 
language of Scripture; which he thought scarcely 
allowable, even for the sake of perspicuity: e de 
Ti RAL KAIVOTOUNTAL WEPL TH OVOULATH, Cadnveras Evexa® and, 
therefore, he has introduced sparingly, the tech- 
nical terms, iornras, deosaces, METUTA, AYEVVNTIAS, 
&c. 9. It has introduced a most valuable emen- 
dation of the received reading, 1 Cor. viii. 6, in 
the additional clause, nos tv rvevpen wyioy, ev G) Ta WavTa, 
which is evidently required by the text, and con- 
text; and was actually quoted as a part of the 
passage by Linus, A. D. 78, in his history of the 
Martyrdom of St. Peter and St. Paul; by Igna- 
tius, A.D. 110; by Basil, the friend and corres- 
pondent of Gregory Naszianzen, A.D. 336; by 
Epiphanius, A.D. 368; by Eucherius, A.D. 
41453 by John Damascenus, A. D. 730; and by 
Nicetas, in the thirteenth century, who wrote a. 
commentary on the works of Gregory Nasianzen. 
See the authorities, Travis, pp. 161—166*. It 
was probably dropped out of the original text, by 
some careless transcriber, stopping short at the 
second zara, or confounding it with the third. 


* Griesbach omits all these authorities, except Gregory 
Nazianzen, John Damascenus, and Nicetas. He adds, how- 
ever, Euthymius and the Slavonic version, ancient edition, 
and some manuscripts, omitted by Travis, thus strengthening, 
his authorities, 
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And this defalcation, in- some copies, was as 
early as the days of Epipkunius, who at first 
quoted the text defectively; though he afterwards 
supplied the last clause. See Travis, p. 163. 

Nazianzen, therefore, stands acquitted of the 
charge of wilful misquotation of 1 Cor. viii. 6, 
and, consequently, is an .unexceptionable wit- 
ness to the authenticity of 1 John v. 7, the 
spirit of which he has so clearly expressed, by 
combining it with the former texts expressive of 
the Zrinity. 

These powerful testimonies of the Greek Fathers, 
Athanasius, and Gregory Naziangen, are crowned 
by the ancient 

5. Liturgies of the Greek Church. Among 
other portions of Scripture, this verse is directed 
by the Greek Rituals to be in its course, in the 
thirty-fifth week of the year. See Dr. Thomas 
Smith's Miscellanea, 1686. Lond. p. 155, or 
Martin's La Verité. Part. ii. chap. 5. 

To these we may add the Ordo Romanus, or 
primitive Liturgy of the Latin Church; which re- 
cites this verse in the offices for Trinity Sunday, 
and for the Octayé of Easter; and also in the 
office for the Administration of Baptism. Travis, 
p. 60, 61. 

6. The Confession of Faith of the Greek 
Church thus introduces the clause: 

‘Gop, in his nature, is true and eternal, and 
the Creator of all things, visible and invisible ; 
such also is THE Son, and the Hoty Sririr. 

0 2 
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They are also of the same essence among thém- 
selves, according to the doctrine of John the 
Evangelist, who says, ‘ ¢here are three that bear, 
tesiimony in Heaven, THE FATHER, THE WoRD, 
and rue Hoty Spirit, AND THESE THREE ARE 
ONE.” Smith's Miscellanea, ibid. ~- . 

These two last testimonies are decisive in favour 
of the authenticity of the clause. For, surely, 
when we consider the lasting schism that prevailed 
between the Greek and Latin Churches, from the 
time of the Arian and Athanasian Controversy, 
about the /omo-ousian and Homoi-ousian doc- 
trine of the T’ather and of the Son; and about the 
procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and 
from the Son; which was maintained from both 
by the Latin Church; but contested respecting 
the latter by the Greek, inasmuch as the pro- 
cession of the Holy Spirit from the Son, is not 
expressly asseréed in Scripture, though it may 
fairly be implied * ; we may rest assured that the 
Greek Church would never have adopted the 
clause merely upon the authority of the Latin, 
if they had not sufficient vouchers for it in their 
own Greck Verity; and even, perhaps, in the 


* That the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father, we learn 
from the express authority of Christ, who says, ‘S the Spirit 
of Truth which proceedeth from the Father.” John xv. 26. 
In the same verse he says: “ I will send the Spirit.” And 
St. Paul tells the Galatians, “ God hath sent Jorth the Spirit 
of his Son into your hearts.’’ Gal. iv. 6. Hence we infer, 
that the Spirit proceeds trom the Son also. 
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autograph and primary copies of St. John’s Epis- 
tles, which weré probably subsisting in the Church 
of Ephesus, till the end of the fourth century, at 
least*.’ We may now revert, with greater confi- 
dence, to the Latin Fathers. 

7. Phebadius, A.D. 359, in his controversy 
with the Arians, cap. xiv. writes, “‘ The Lord says, 
f will ask of my Father, and He will give you 
another advocate.” (John xiv. 16.) Thus, the — 
Spirit is another from. the Son; as the Son is 
another from the Father ; so, the third person is 
in the Spirit, as the second is in the Son. All, 
however, are ove God, because the three are one, 
(tres unum sunt.)” Nolan, p. 291.: Here, 1 John 
v. 7, is evidently connected, as a Scriptural argu- 
ment, with John xiv. 16. With Phebadius con- 
cur his contemporaries, J/arcus Celedensis, and 
Ldatius Clarus. See Nolan, ibid. 

8. Jerom, A D. 384. His important testimony 
was given before. It is to be regretted, however, 
that he injured the eighth verse by the omission of 
the clausule. | 

9. Augustine, A.D. 895, the friend and cor- 
respondent of Jerome. In his commentary on 
this chapter, he uses these expressions: ‘‘ And 
why is Christ the end? Because Christ is God, 
and the end of the commandment is /ove, and God 


* The author of the Chrontcon Alexandrinum, in the fourth 
century, alfirms, that the originals of St. Jofn’s writings 
were then preseryed at Ephesus. 
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is Jove: betausé the Father, and the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit, are ove.”—Here the foregoing reter- 
ences to 1 lim. i. 5; 1 John iv. 16, decide the 
last reference to 1 John v. 7; which he expresses 
more fully against Maziminus the Arian: 
_.“ For there are three persons, the Father, and 
the Son, andthe Holy Spirit. And ¢hese three 
are one, because they are of one substance: and 
they are completely one, for where there is no di- 
versity of nature, there is no diversity of will. 
These three, therefore, who av*é one, on account 
of the ineffable conjunction of the Deity in which 
they are ineffably united, is one God.” Travis, 
Append. No. xxtv. p. 24. See also Nolan, p. 552. 
iv the expression, summe unum, ‘ completely 
’. Augustine included the twofold sense of 
ea ‘y, both of nature and of will. 

10. EHucherius, A.D. 434. “ In the Lmstle 
of John, there are three that bear witness in hea- 
ven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit. 
--And there are three that bear witness in earth, 
the Spirit, the Water, and the Blood.”—Nelan, 
p. 292. Here the clausules are omitted, eh 
looseness of quotation, 

Passing over other inferior testimonies of lates 
writers, Bede, &c. we shall close the evidence of 
the Latin Fathers, with the signal testimony of 

11. Lhe confession of Faith of the African 
prelates, assembled at Carthage, A.D. 484, by 
the decree of king Huneric, the Vandaland Arian, 
from Africa, Mauritania, Sariinia, and Corsica, 
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amounting to $63, to defend, by Scripture, the 
Homo-ousian doctrine of the consubstantiality of 
the Son with the Father, against the dman pre- 
lates, which is recorded by Victor Virensis, one of 
the attending orthodox Bishops, in his History of 
the Vandal persecution. See ‘Travis, Append. 
No. xxx. p. 28-52, whete it is given at full 
length. 

‘© When they were assembled at the place ap- 
pointed for the conference, Cyrz/, the Arian pa- 
triarch, who was appointed the king’s legate, de- 
clined the controversy, under pretext of not under- 
standing Latin; he raised a tumult, and ordered 
all the Catholics present to be beaten with a hun- 
dred clubs. Upon this, Eugenius, the venerable 
Bishop of Carthage, and his associates, being 
denied a fair and candid hearing, retired, but first 
gave in a formal Profession of their Faith, which 
they had provided for the occasion, signed by four 
bishops of their body, im the name of the whole.” 

This masterly argument, fully exhaustive of the 
subject in all its branches, is too long for inser- 
tion in this place. A few extracts from it may 
serve to shew how conversant these African pre- 
lates were in the Holy Scriptures.-Alas! how are 
the mighty fallen /—in that benighted quarter of 
the world. 


A PROFESSION OF CATHOLIC FAITH. 


“‘ In obedience to the royal edict requiring us 
to give an account of the Catholic Faith which 
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we hold; as far as the mediocrity of our talents 
will admit, we shall attempt, with the divine aid, 
briefly to intimate, what we believe and preach. 

_ “ First, therefore, we are informed, that we must 

give an account of the unity of the substance of 
the Mather and of the Son, which the Greeks call 
GjLO8OL y. 
_ “ We profess, that the Father, and the Son, 
and the Holy Spirit, do so subsist in the unity of 
the Godhead, that the Father subsists in the prox 
priety of his own person; and that, notwithstand- 
ing, the Son exists in his proper person, and the 
Holy Spirit retains the propriety of his person ; 
this we do acknowledge in faithful confessions: not 
asserting, that the Father is the same as the Son; 
nor confessing, the Son to be [the same] as the 
Father or the Holy Spirit; nor do we so recéive 
the Holy Spirit, as that he is either the Father or 
the Son: but we do believe that the Father is un- 
begotten, that the Son is begotten of the Father, 
and that the Holy Spirit is preceeding from the 
Father and the Son; of one substance or essence ; 
because, of the unbegotten Father, of the begotten 
Son, and of the proceeding Hol y Spirit, there is 
ene Godhead, but three proprieties of persons. 

And, forasmuch, as Heresy springing up, hath in- 
troduced @ certain novelty (NOVITATEM QUAN- 
DAM) contrary to this Catholic or Apostolic Faith, 
asserting, that the Son is not begotten of the sub- 
stance of the Father, but subsists from nothing: in 
order to refute and entirely abolish this profession 
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of impiety, which had sprung up against the Faith, 
the Greek term Soscis was introduced [in the 
Nicene Creed] which is interpreted ‘ of the same 
substance or essence ;’ signifying that the Son is not 
of nothing, nor of any other substance, but that 
he is born of the Father. 

‘‘ For, that the unity of the substance, and 
equality of the divinity of the Father and of the 
Son, may be shewn, [our Lord } himself saith in the 
‘Gospel, ‘‘ J and the Father are one, (John x. 30,) 
which is referred not only to unity of wall, but to 
one and the same substance; because he saith not, 
I and the Father have one will, but we are one, 
(non wnum volumus, sed unum sumus.”) 

After an elaborate enumeration of texts from the 
Old and New Testaments, proving the antiquity 
and certainty ef the doctrine of the Zrnity az 
Unity: these learned confessors appeal to that 
most important and decisive, but most mysterious 
text of St. Paul, 1 Cor. xii. 4—~11, for the first 
time that we have seen it so applied by any of the 
Fathers: 

“ For the Apostle saith, ‘ There are divisions 
of gifts, but the same Spirit; and divisions of 
administratiens, but the samE Lorp; and divi- 
sions of operations, but the same Gop who work- 
eth allin all. And certainly, he hath taught that 
the Holy Spirit worketh these differences of divi- 
sions according to the quality and merit of the 
partakers, when he distributed the differences of 
the graces themselves; saying at the conclusion, 
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but all these worketh THE ONE AND THE SAME 
SPIRIT, dividing severally to every one according 
as he willeth.’ Whence, there is no room left for 
doubé, but rather it clearly appears, that the Hoty 
Sprrit is both God, and the Doer of his own will; 
who worketh al] things, and bestoweth the gifts of 
divine dispensation, according to the choice of his 
own will; as most evidently demonstrated: be- 
cause, where a voluntary distribution is affirmed, 
there is no appearance of the condition of ser- 
witude.” 

And then, they thus immediately connect this 
irrefragable text, with 1 John v. 7. 

“ And that we [rightly] teach that the Holy 
Spirit is of one divinity with the Father and the 
Son, is proved still clearer than the light, by the 
testimony of John the Evangelist, for he saith, 
‘ There are three that bear witness in heaven, 
THE FATHER, THE WORD, and THE HOLY SPIRIT, 
AND THESE THREE ARE ONE.” 

Here, these orthodox Fathers boldly appeal ta 
this concluding text, as decisive to prove their ar- 
gument clearer than the light ; which surely they 
would not have ventured to do, if the verse was 
either dowbt/ul or spurious. And the sullen szlence. 
with which the appeal thereto was received by 
Cyril and his Arian associates, when the protest 
was read to them, affords the most decisive and 
satisfactory proof, that they were unable to impeach 
its authenticity: which was the more incumbent 
upon them to have done, because the protest ~ 
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openly accused them ot hoiding an zmprous novelty, 
contrary to the primitive, Apostolic, and Catholic 
faith. 

12. In the catalogue of the prelates assembled 
at Carthage, on this occasion, by Muneric, the 
name of Vigilius, bishop of Zapsum, occurs. And 
his testimony coincides so nearly with the protest, 
that Bengelius and Porson conjecture, that /ig- 
lius was the author of the protest, and that from 


him, Victer Vitensis inserted it in his history of the 
Vandal persecutions. 


In his controversy with Varimadus the Arian, 
Vigilius, indeed, thus quotes the testimony of the 
six witnesses.—John the Evangelist says, ‘ J#- 
the beginning was the /Vord, and the Word was 
with God, and the Word was God,” (John i. 1.)—~ 
also in his epistle to the Parthians: ‘‘ There are 
three that bear witness in earth, the water, the 
blood, and the flesh (caro) and these three are iz 

s: (in nobis sunt) and there are three that bear 
witness in Heaven, the Hather, the WVord, and 
the Spirit, and these three are one.” | 

It is rather surprising, that neither Bengelius, 
Porson, nor Griesbach, (who cites both Fathers, 
and adduces the texts,) could perceive the marked 
variation between the quotationsof Victor Vitensis, 
and of Vigilius Tapsensis. 1. The latter recites 
the testimony of the earthly witnesses; and this, 
incorrectly, substituting caro for Spiritus, and in 
nobis for unum, but this testimony is omitted by 
the former. 2. Vigilius proves the divinity of 
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Verbum (the Word) by reference to the besin- 
hing of St. John’s Gospel ; which proof is entirely 
omitted -by Victor. ‘The assertion of Grieshach, 
therefore, is unwarranted, namely, “ Vigilius Tap-. 
— Sensis seems to us ‘to have been: the first, who, 
near the close of the fifth century, clearly ap- 
pealed to the heavenly witnesses in his book against 
Varimadus the Arian, which he wrote under the 
assumed name Idacius Clarus,” p.,18 |. And, 
again, “ The controverted seventh verse depends 
chiefly, if not solely, oN THE TESTIMONY, CR EDIT, 
AND AuTHORITY of Vigilius Tapsensis, and the 
books attributed to him,” p. [21]. For, surely, 
Victor Vitensis, the historian, and the public do- 
‘cument of the protest of near 400 African prelates, 
at Carthage, A, D. 484, are of much higher au- 
thority than the inaccurate quotation of an obscure 
individual, like Vigilins Tapsensis, who was either 
ashamed, or afraid, to write in his own name!— 
On this noble and spirited public confession of 
faith, as on a rock, unassailable by Unitarian so- 
phistry, stands forward, immoveable to the end of 
the world, this controverted verse, so clearly ap- 
pealed to by the confessors; nor was this the first 
dime it was appealed to: it was recognized as Se~ 
nuine by the early Fathérs of the Latin Church, 
Leriullian, and Cyprian, as we have seen, in their 
controversies with Sadbellians and Arians; and 
the authority of Cyprian, is expressly referred to 
by fulgentius, a learned African bishop, born 
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A.D. 464*, died A. D. 533; who thus opposed 
the Arians, with zeal and fortitude, though they 
were supported by Thrasimond, another king of the 
Vandals. | 

“ In the Father, therefore, and the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit, we acknowledge wuty of sub- 
stance, but dare not confound the persons. For 
St. John the Aposile testifieth, saying, ‘ 7here are 
three that bear witness in heaven, the Father, the 
Word, and the Spirit, and these three are one.’ 
Which also the blessed martyr Cyprian, in his 
epistle de unitate Ecclesie, confesseth, saying, 
Whoso breaketh the peace of Christ, and concord, 
acteth against Christ: whoso gathereth elsewhere 
beside the Church, scattereth. And that he might 
shew, that the Church of the one God is one, he 
inserted these testimonies. immediately from the. 
Scriptures: The Lord said, ‘ I and the Father 
are one. (John x. 30.) And again, of the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Spirit, it is written, * And 
these three are one. (1 John v.7.) We, there- 
fore, do not worship ove God, { consisting] of three 
parts; but retaining the rale of apostolic faith, 
we confess, that the perfect co-eternal Son is born, 
without beginning, of the perfect, and eternal 
Father, not unequal in power, and equal in 
nature ; and we also confess, that the Holy Spirit 
is not other than God, neither different from the. 


* To lower his testimony, Griesbach calls Fulgentius, se- 
culi sexti fere medii scriptorem, p. [15 ] 
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Father, nor the Son, nor confounded in the Son, 
nor in the Father.” 

And in bis Treatise on the Trinity, he gives the 
following explanation of the foregoing texts, and 
his inference from that explana uot: 

‘“ £ and the Father are one,” (John x. 30.) 
The words teach us to refer ‘ unum, to the 
nature, “ sumus,’ to the persons. In like manner; 
that text, ‘ Zhere are three that bear witness in 
heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Spirit, 
and these three are one.’ (1 John v. 7.) Let 
Sabellius hear * sumus, and ‘ tres,’ and believe 
that there are ‘ three persons:’ Let Arius alse 
hear ‘ unwim,’ and not say, that the Son is of a 
different nature; since a different nature cannot 
be called ‘ unum.’ See Travis, Appendix, No. 
XX. p. 18—20. | 

These admirable extracts, and comment of Ful- 
gentius, to ‘* all that have ears to hear,” with 
which I shall close the testimony of the Fathers, 
are decisive to prove, that from the days of Ter- 
éullian and Cyprian, to the days of Victor Viten- 
sis and Mulgentius, for three full centuries, the 
disputed verse was actually appealed to by several 
of the Latin Fathers in their controversies with 
the Arians and Sabellians, and not for the first 
time, by Vigilius Tapsensis. 

And now let us sum up the amount of the exrter- 
nal evidence on both sides. 

1. The disputed clause is found in the three 
standard editions of Avmenes, Stephens, and Beza. 
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It is found in the Vulgate version; and it is found 
in several of the Latzz and Greek Fathers, from 
ihe second to the fifth century; namely, Zertudlian, 
Cyprian, Athanasius, Gregory Nazianzen, Phe- 
badius, Jerom, Augustine, Victor Vitensis, and 
Fulgentius, &c. And beside these, it is found in 
the ancient Zatin and Greek Liturgies, and Con- 
fessions of Faith in both Caurches. And it 1s 
appealed to in the Acts of the general Council of 
Lateran, A.D. 1215, more fully, than in the 
Vulgate of Jerom. 

2. The disputed verse is omitted in all the an- 
cient Greek manuscripts that have been collated 
hitherto; bearing a scanty proportion to the whole 
number that are known to be uncollated, in the 
several libraries of Europe and Constantinople. 
It is omitted in the Syriac and other derivative 
versions ; all subsequent to Jerome’s Vulgate ; and 
it is omitted by several of the early Greek and 
Latin Fathers. 

Here, the posiéive evidence appears consider- 
ably to outweigh the zegative ; upon various ac- 
counts * 

1. Omissions in ancient manuscripts, versions, 
and authors, are neither absolute contradictions, 
nor direct impeachments of facts. They only supply 
food for conjecture; and conjectural criticism 
should be sparingly and cautiously applied, before 
it can be admitted as sufficient authority for alfer- 
ing the received text. 

2. The omission in the present case can be sa- 

5 | 
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tisfactorily accounted for, from various circum 
stances. . 

The great havoc and destruction of the ancient 
copies of the Greek Testament, in the Diocletian 
persecution especially, which raged throughout the 
Roman empire, as far as Britain, but was lighter 
in A/rica, probably occasioned a scarcity of an- 
cient Greek copies; and left the remnant more 
open to adulteration, either from the negligence 
of transcribers, or the fraud of heretics; espe- 
cially during the prevalence of the Adrian heresy 
in the Greek Church, for forty years, from the 
death of Constantine the Great, to the accession 
of Zheodosius the Great, as remarked before. To 
the negligence of transcribers, we may fairly as- 
cribe other omissions likewise: such as, 1. of 
s# aoouts, after rz ©cs, 2 Cor. iv. 4; to bring it to 
a correspondence with the parallel text, Coloss. 
1. 15. Christ being styled, ‘ the image of the invi- 
sible God,” in both, and accordingly, it is supplied 
in the former case, by eleven manuscripts ; by the 
Complutens. Aldine, Colinzan, Plantin, and Ge- 
neva editions; by the Philovenian Syriac, and 
Arabic Versions : and should have been replaced 
by Griesbach, in his corrected text. 2. The 
omission of the third clause, xa &v wvieuja dysoy, ev bre 
xavra, after the other two, 1 Cor. viii. 6, which 
was quoted by several of the early Fathers, as we 
have seen, Linus, Jenatius, Basil, Gregory Na- 
siansen, Lpiphanius, Eucherius, John Damas- 
cenus, and Nicetas; and is supported by the 
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parallel text, 1 Cor. xiii 4—11. And to these we 
may add, 3. An entire clause dropped, Luke xxi. 
between the 33d and 34th verses, which should be 
supplied, either from Matt. xxiv. 36, or from 
Mark xiii. 32, in order to harmonize St. Luke 
with the other Evangelists, and to furnish an ante- 
cedent to % fusca exewm, Luke xxi, 34, which in the 
received text has none. And yet this material 
chasm in Luke’s text, has been overlooked by all 
the commentators and critics, till Hales’s New 
Analysis of Chronology, vol. ii. 1219, note. And 
if we compare the several instances of omissions 
in Greek manuscripts, occasioned by similar end- 
ings, (Suoloredevra) Which are furnished by Zravis; 
p- 170, 449, Append. No. x it. p. 81—B88, we 
may naturally ascribe the omission of the disputed 
clause in question, in the first instance, rather to 
accident than to fraud. ‘Though after the omis- 
sion was found in one or two manuscripts, it is 
equally natural to suppose that it was propagated 
by succeeding transcribers, who either might not 
have had access to correcter exemplars, or might 
have been tinctured with the Arian heresy, and, 
therefore, might not have been desirous of recur- 
ring to such, for emendation of the text. 

3. The silence of several of the earlier Greek 
and Latin Fathers, noticed by Griesbach, is no 
proof at all, that the disputed clause was wanting 
in their Greek Testaments. The remarkable text, 
} Cor. xii. 4—11, the strongest perhaps in the 
whole Bible to prove the Trinity in Unity, was not 
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quoted by any of the Fathers against the Sabel/ians: 
and Arians, until A. D. 484, in the protest of the 
African prelates, at Carthage. And yet, unques- 
tionably, it was well known to Tertullian, Cyprian, 
Athanasius, Gregory Nazianzen, Basil, Augus- 
tine and Jerome: for its authenticity was never 
disputed. 

‘There is not a more important, nor a more cele- 
brated text on the subject of the Trinity, than the 
Baptismal Form—‘“ in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” Matt. 
xxvill. 19. And yet, strange to tell, it 1s asn0ticed 
by several of the early Fathers, in their controver- 
sies with Sabellians and Arians ; Clemens Alea- 
andrinus, Eusebius of Caesarea, Gregory Nazi- 
anzen, Epiphanius, Titus of Bostra, Phebadius, 
Cerealis, Vigilius Tapsensis, Fulgentius.—Gre- 
gory in particular, proving the Son’s equality with 
the Father, against the Arians, passes over this 
leading text, which is so clear to the point, and 
cites the very next verse, “ dnd lo, [ am with you 
always, even to the end of the world.” And yet, 
that they were all well acquainted with the text, 
cannot be doubted; since they have noticed it 
elsewhere in their writings, and its authenticity was 
never questioned, | 

And profane history furnishes similar instances : 
The celebrated decree of the Spartan Senate, 
‘“ censuring Zimotheus the musician, for composing 
a poem unbecoming the Eleusinian mysteries; and 
also for corrupting the simplicity of their ancient 
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music, by increasing the seven-stringed lyre to 
eleven strings; which superfluous number they 
commanded him to retrench, leaving only seven, 
as before ; that all men seeing the grave severity 
of their city, may be deterred from introducing 
into Sparta any thing immoral, or not conducive 
to the honour of virtue.” ‘This decree, though 
passed in the reign of the first Philip of Macedon, 
who died B. C. 602, and noticed by Cicero, Dio 
Chrysostom, and Atheneus, who relate the fact, 
with some variety in their accounts, is not expressly 
quoted by any of the writers on ancient music, or 
on the Greck Dialects,,or on Law and Govern- 
ment ; until the time of Bocthius, the Roman 
philosopher, who died. A. D. 525. In his book 
De Musica, he first gave a copy of the decree 
itself, in the Spartan dialect, nearly a thousand 
years after it was enacted. ‘Lhis curious instance 
we owe to the learned Bishop Burgess, in his Vin- 
dication of Bishop Cleaver’s edition of the Lace- 
demonian decree, &e.'from Mr. Knight's Strictures, 
p. 57—59. In which, the corrected edition of 
the decree itself, with an English translation and 
notes, is given, pp. 52-57. 

Another instance occurs in the Parian Marbles, 
preserved in the Museum Arudelianum, at Ov- 
ford. One of these contains the league, made by 
the cities of Smyrna and Magnesia, with Seleucus 
Callinicus, king of Syria, who began to reign 
B.C. 246. But this league is utterly unnoticed by 
any of the historians of that period, or their suc- 
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cessors. See [Hales’s New Analysis of Chrono- 
logy, vol i. p. 211; and Selden’s Works, vol. ii- 
p- 1439. . 

4. Several of the early Fathers may have de- 
signedly omitted to quote the clause, in their con- 
troversies with the Sabellians and Arians; because 
it might not have appeared to them to be a proof 
of unity of nature, in the three heavenly witnesses, 
but rather of the unity or concurrence of their 
festimony to the Messiahship of Christ, as judi- 
elously remarked by Travis, p. 429, and Bishop 
Burgess, p. 60. Such ancient Fathers, whose 
private judgment réstricted their interpretation of 
the text to unity of testtmony alone, would forbear 
to cite it, as being zrrelevant, in their opinion, to 
the subject in debate. We believe that Jerome, in 
the earlier part of his life; Augustine and lacun- 
dus, probably throughout the whole course of 
their lives; Durandus and Walafrid Sirabo, so 
interpreted the verse. Others understood it of 
unity of sentiment, or unanimity, in the three 
witnesses ; a meaning certainly mcluded- in the 
phrases & couev, and of reas & ais, as admitted even 
by those who urged them in proof of nity of 
nature in the persons of the Godhead; such as 
the African Fathers in their protest, as we have 
seen. Jor the phrases are elliptical; the word 
understood being most probably gvevue*, which 


* Professor Porson supposes, that the substantive under- 
- stood is &y Qsvor, ‘one Divinity or Godhead.” Letters to Tratity 
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ambiguously denotes both “ spiritual substance,’ 
and ‘ sentiment or disposition.” hus in John 
x. 30, Christ and the Father are f avevua, “ one 
spiritual substance ;”? as the Father, Son, and 
fToly Spirit, are év xa ro auto wevja, ‘* one and the 
sane spirit,” or ‘ one spiritual substance of the 
sameé essence or kind,” 1 Cor, xii. 11. While, on 
the other hand, Christ and the Father are one 
Spirit also, in sentiment or disposition; as when 
our Lord prays that his ‘“ disciples may be one, as 
He and the Father are ove,” John xvii. 11—@1. 
_ And this was Origen’s interpretation of John x. 30. 
‘‘ We, then, worship the Father of the truth, 
and the Son, the truth ; being two things in sub- 
sistence, but one in unanimity, and concord, and 
SAMERESS of will.” (ovra ovo ey UMOSAGEL TOAY|LATA, 


ae 
EY O&, TN O{LOVOINy XL TN ovirQwyia, nas TY TKUTOTNTL TH 
ScAnuares.) 


This seems to be a more simple and satisfactory 
solution of the silence of several of the Fathers, 
than that assigned by the ingenious Nolan ; that 
‘* this text, (1 John vy. 7.) in the strictness of the 
letter, decided rather in favour of the heretics, 
than of the orthodox :” because the Sabellians, in 
particular, reckoned & Aoyos, not a person, but 
} ““ reason,” an attribute of the Father. 
Inquiry, &c. p. 528—531. For, surely, it was 


merely. 


p- 53. But ro Ossov, is a Pagan appellation of God, used 
only once in the N. T. Acts xvii. 29, Where St. Paul, ad- 
dressing the Athenian philosophers, adopted their own phra- 


scology, 
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Hot so admitted by al/ the orthodox Fathers who 
cited it, several of whom considered the term 
6 Aoyos, as even preferable to 5 Yios, ‘ the Son,” 
because more unequivocally expressing the pre- 
existing divinity, and subsequent incarnation of 
Christ, John i. 114. 

5. The silence of several of the Fathers is more 
than compensated by the total silence of all the 
heretics, from the days of Praxeas at least, re- 
specting the spuriousness of the clause. Cyril 
and his Arian associates at Carthage, A. D. 484, 
received the appeal thereto in sullen silence as we 
have seen. And is it to be imagined, says the learned 
Hugenius, Archbishop of Cherson, in Russia, in 
his Letter to WMatthei, “ that no one would have 
complained of the supposed adulteration of the 
text, that none of the heretics would have re- 
proached the Catholics with so great an imposture ? 
Among the Arians especially, who were called 
upon to defend themselves against those African 
bishops, who strenuously urged the text against 
them, and openly to convict them of falsehood? 
No, surely.” Matihei Prefat. ad Epistolas 
Catholicas, p. lix. vol. viii, N. T. 

If, then, we compare the positive evidence of 
the standard editions, the Vulgate Version, and 
several of the early Fathers, and Liturgies, both 
Greek and Latin, in favour of the disputed verse, 
with the negative evidence of Greek MSS., later 
Versions, and several Greek Fathers; and the 
silence of all the heretics to impugn it, with the 
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stlence of some Fathers to adduce it; we seem 
fully warranted to conclude, that the testimony 
jor, greatly outweighs the testimony @gaznst, the 
disputed verse. 

Let us now proceed to examine 


B.) THE INTERNAL EVIDENCE. 


This most important branch of the argument 
Griesbach, as usual, dispatches thus slightly and 
slightingly : p. [24.] 

‘* Lastly, in these words, we touch on the prin- 
cipal internal arguments, (though very light in- 
deed, ) with which some have undertaken to defend 
the genuineness of this verse. 

1. ‘ The connection of the seventh verse with 
the preceding and following verses requires its 
insertion. 

2. ** John had respect to Christ’s discourse, 
John v. 31—39; compared with John vii. 12—- 
18; and wished to prove to his readers the same 
that Jesus taught there: on which supposition, the 
seventh verse could scarcely be wanting.” | 

Of the four remaining arguments, the fourth 
and fifth, relating to the erternal evidence, have 
been noticed in their proper place; the third and 
sixth are futile indeed. 

In order to consider these two principal argu- 
ments with the attention to which they are justly 
entitled, we shall lay before the reader the whole 
paragraph, closely rendered. 


C 2 sy 
1 Joun v. 5—9Q. 

‘5. Who is he that overcometh the world, but 
he that believeth that Jesus is the Son of God. 
6. This is he that came by water and blood, even 
Jesus Christ ; not by water only, but by. water 
and blood: and it is the Spirit that testifieth, be- 
cause the spirit is Zruth. 7. For there are three 
that testify [in heaven, the Futher, the Word, 
and the Holy Spirit: and these three are one. 
8. And there are three that testify in earth,] the 
Spirit, and the Water, and the Blood : and these 
three agree in one. §. If we receive the testimony 
ef men, the testimony of God is greater: for this 
is the testimony which He hath testified of hig 
Son.” 

The drift of this passage is to prove that grand 
article of our Faith and Fope, namely, that 
Jesus is the Christ the Son of God; and that 
believing in his name, we might have e¢erng/ life. 
Verse 11—13; John xx. 31, 

The proof of this rests on the abundant testi- 
mony given of Christ's divine and human nature : 
at his first baptism ‘ by water,” when he was 
declared to be the Son of God, and confirmed by 
the witness of the Spirit resting upon him, as 
recorded by the Baptist. Matt. iii. 165, Lie 
John 1. 32—34. And again, at his second bap- 
tism, Luke xii. 50, by water and blood issuing 
from his pierced side on the cross; proving that 
he was the Son of man; as recorded by John the 
Apostle. John xix. 34, 35, | 
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Nor was the foregoing testimony given singly by. 
the Spirit of Truth, John xvi. 13; it was given 
conjointly by the Trinity in Unity, by the three 
heavenly witnesses; by rue FatTueEr, at his bap- 
tism, and at his transfiguration, calling him, his 
beloved Son; and at his resurrection, when he 
was declared to be the Son of God, with power: 
Matt. ii. 17; xvi. 5; Rom, 1.4; by rue Worp, 
himself, when after his ascension into heaven, 
where he was before, John i. 1; vi. 62, he sent 
the promise of the Holy Spirit to his disciples on 
the day of Pentecost. John xiv. 16,17, 26; Acts 
Lj 4511 y-33..,And,by. thezHory.SPiri7, » who 
testified of him. John xv. 26; xvi. 7—11; Acts 
v. 32. : 

Neither was the foregoing testimony to his 
human nature confined to the water and blood: 
he was further proved to be mortal man, by the 
Spirit or life, which he breathed out on the cross. 
. Matt. xxvii. 50; John xix. 80; Luke xxi. 46 ; 
1 John iii. 16. And these three earthly witnesses 
agree in one; namely, in the reality of Christ's 
human nature, superadded to the divine. Hence, 
the Apostle concludes: If we receive the testi- 
mony of men, John the Baptist, and John the 
Evangelist, to the human nature of Christ, John 
j. 32; ill. 20; xix. 35; 1 John ui. 16; the testi- 
mony of God to his divine nature is greater; as 
verified by the joint testimony of the whole Z7znizy, 
that He is the Son of God. 

1. If this close analysis of the argument be cor- 
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rect, the seventh verse is naturally and necessarily 
connected with the sixth and eighth; in order to 
confirm the single testimony of the spirit in the 
sixth verse, (given rather obscurely, and by way 
of inference :) by the fud/ testimony of the Trinity 
in Unity in the seventh verse; which is called 
“ the testimony of God” in the ninth; and is con- 
trasted with the testimony of the earthly wit- 
nesses in the eighth.—To this, Porson objects : 
“Tf the spirit that witnesses in the sixth verse be 
the Holy Spirit, (which, I think, cannot be 
doubted, ‘ because the Spirit is truth ;’) why is 
the epithet [ /Toly] after being twice omitted [in 
the sixth,] added in the seventh, fo mark a dis- 
tinction without a difference 2” Letters, p. 397. 
To this specious objection, indirectly attacking 
the authenticity of the seventh verse, Nolan judi- 
ciously answers: “ Because, when the Holy Ghost 
is mentioned by himself, ‘ the Spirit’? becomes his 
sufficient designation. Vide John i. 33; iii. 6; 
vi. 63; vii. 39. But when he is mentioned with 
the Father and the Son, the epithet ‘ holy’ is ne- 
cessary to distinguish him among the persons, as 
the Father and Son are equally spirits. Matt. 
xxvii, 19; 2 Cor. xiii. 14; [John iv. 24; Gal. 
iv. 6.] The epithet, added with so much pro- 
priety In the seventh verse, would have been ab- 
solutely improper in the sixth; as ‘ the Spirit’ 
there, means the ‘ Spirit of Christ,’ such being 
the proper designation of the Holy Ghost, where 
he is considered as the Spirit sent by the Son, to 
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bear witness of him, in the passage before us; 
compare Rom. viii. 9; John xv. 26. The Holy 
Spirit is, on the contrary, his proper designation, 
when he is considered as the Sanctifier ; a being 
coequal and coessential with the Creator and the 
Redeemer, raiher than [as] a spirit proceeding 
from either. As the human spirit is meant in the 
eighth verse, the epithet holy is, of course, as 
properly omitted in this verse, as it is retained 
in the preceding.” Inquiry, &c. p. 569. 

2. The seventh verse gives the joint testimony 
of the three heavenly witnesses, which our Lord 
himself had given before in detail: when he ap- 
pealed, 1. To the truth of Ais own testimony, res- 
pecting his character, John vill. 145 v. 31, 363 
vill. 18. 2. To the testimony of his Father, 
John v. 37, 383 viii, 18; whom he called ido» 
mareez, “his peculiar Father,’ John v. 18; and 
was called himself, rz ide vie, “ his peculiar Son.” 
Rom. viii. 32; intimating unity of essence, or 
sameness of nature. 3. He appealed to the 
testimony of the Holy Spirit, John xv. 20; xvi. 
7—11. | 

2, Eugenius, the very learned Archbishop of 
Cherson, proves the necessary insertion of the 
seventh verse, from the grammatical structure of 
the Original, which would indicate a false con- 
cord, if it were omitted: for the masculine adjec- 
tives, pes of wapruesyres, are properly connected 
with the three persons, 5 Tlaree, 6 Aoyos, nas re 
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avevue ayiov, In the seventh verse; and again, with 
the component parts of the Logos, in his human 
nature, which by the grammatical figure called 
attraction, (see the Port Royal Greek Grammar, 
B. VII. Cap. 1, p. 319, Lond. Edit. 1797,) are 
connected with the heavenly witnesses, through 
the Loges. And this figure is not unfrequent with 
St. John. See John xiv. 26; xv. 96; xvi. 13; 
in all which cases, the emphatic pronoun, <xewos, 
though immediately connected with ro avevua re 
eylov, OY, ro mvevmx zns arnSeas, 18 attracted to the 
foregoing masculine noun, & xeezxanros, which, in 
the last instance, is thrown back as far as the 7th 
verse ; as ingeniously remarked by Nolan, p. 260, 
205. Whereas, if the seventh verse be sup- 
pressed, the same masculine adjectives, reas oj 
wactugwtes, are improperly connected with three 
neuter Nouns, ra mveupe, nar ro USwe, Kab TO wipeay in 
the eighth verse. And that St. John did not con- 
found masculine and neuter genders is evident 
from his connecting ro zyvevza, singly, with a neuter 
adjective, ro wagruesy, in the sixth verse. And, prin- 
cipally to avoid this apparent grammatical solecism, 
we are persuaded, some of the Fathers adopted that 
forced, unnatural, mystical interpretation of the 
three earthly witnesses, personifying “ the Spirit,” 
into. the Mather ; “ the Blood,” into the Son ; 
and ‘* the /Vater,” into the Holy Spirit; like 
Augustine and Hacundus; or by a variation of 
the terms, “ fhe /Vater,” into the Father ; ‘‘ the 
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Blood,” into the Son; and “ the Spirit,” into tis 
Holy Spirit, like Eucherius * 


4. The last clausule,. xs of reels es To ky ow, IN 


* This mystical interpretation is represented by Porson, 
as the “ strongest proof that the seventh verse is spurious.” 
——‘ I do reassert (says he) that no writer in his perfect 
mind could possibly adopt this @legorical exposition of the 
eighth verse, if the seventh were extant in his copy.” 
‘IT appeal to any orthodox reader, whether he would force 
an indirect confession of his favourite doctrine from one text 
by torture; when he might have a clear, full, voluntary 
evidence from its next neighbour.’ Letters, p. 311, 378. 


But these three Fathers unquestionably read the seventh 
verse in their copies of the New Testament, along with all 
the Fathers of the Latin class. Augustine cited it, as we 
have shewn$; Facundus expressly mentioned the earthly wit- 
nesses, by Griesbach’s account, which are necessarily con- 
trasted with the heavenly; and Ewchezius cites both verses, 
as we have seen; and in his questions, although he notices 
the mystical interpretation, he prefers the natural: “ John 
seems to me to refer to that passage of his Gospel, xix. 34, 
concerning the water and blood that flowed. from Christ’s 
side; compared with the words, ¢ inclining his head he gave 
up the ghost or spirit, xix. 30; but some explain, &e.” 
Griesbach in his citation, p. [17] dishonestly suppresses the 
term mihi, which marked Eucherius’s own opinion. There- 
fore, Porson’s “ strongest proof of its spuriousness” falls to 
the ground. 

But how came this mystical interpretation to be adopted 
by any of the Fathers? Probably, to avoid the grammatical 
solecism aforesaid. Even Eugenius, Archbishop of Cherson, 
who firmly maintained the authenticity of the seventh verse, 
adopted the mystical interpretation of the eighth: See his 
Letter to Matthei, p. Ixi. ravra de ra cup Bora eos? $0 myevmnt 
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the article ro, prefixed to &, implies the existence 
of the former clausule, in the seventh verse, xa 
fro of ros éy ao For this article necessarily in- 
cludes reference. 

Thus, zo &, ‘“ the one” talent in the parable, 
Matt. xxv. 18, plainly relates to &, “ ove,” given 
to the unprofitable servant, shortly before verse 
15. And in the Greek Septuagint Version of the 
Old Testament, there is not in Zrommius’s Con- 
cordance, a single instance of ro é where the 
article is not subservient to reference of some kind 
or other. And hence, “ supposing the seventh 
verse not to exist, the phrase as ro & of the eighth 
is a deviation from the ordinary usage without 
example,” as candidly confessed by Bishop Mzddle- 
ton on the Greek article, p. 641—647. ‘‘ Ido 
not perceive (says he) how the present reading 
of the eighth verse is to be reconciled with the 
extermination of verse 7,” p. 647. 

In this clausule, the preposition «as seems to be 
redundant, according to the Hebrew idiom. Thus 
“IMN "029, eis oaoxa wiov, LXX. Gen. il. 24, is 
rendered in the N. T. cagé wie, ‘* one flesh,” 
Matt. xix. 6. 

The internal evidence is further established, by 
the second argument noticed by Griesbach, which 
may be thus analyzed. ; 

Our Lord, in his admirable discourse with the 
unbelieving Jews, stated the credentials of his 
divinity, as the peculiar Son of God, John v. 17, 
48, &c. in the commission given him by his Father, 
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to raise the dead, and judge all mankind, &e.—* 
The Jews objected: ‘* Thou testifiest of thyself : 
[therefore | thy testimony is not true,” John viii. 
13. Jesus answered :—‘‘ If I falone] testify of 
myself, my testimony ts not true: but.although. 
L testify of myself, my testimony ts true: for 
there is another [also] that testifieth of me; and 
I know that his testimony is true* :——vTHE 
FATHER himself who sent me, hath testified of 
me :——for the works which the Lather gave me 
to accomplish ; the works themselves which I do, 
testify of me that the Father hath delegated 
me.’————And he gave them to understand, that 
THE Fatruer here meant, was THE Gop invisible 
and inaudible to mortals ; who could only be 
discerned in his miraculous works, wrought by his 
visible Representative, John v. 31—37 ; viii. 14. 

He then, with the utmost dignity, vindicates 
the propriety of his own judgment of himself, as 
the peculiar Son of God. “ And although I 
judge myself, my judgment is true: because £ 
am not alone [in my judgment] but f and the 
Father who sent me lagree in one and the same 
judgment. | | 

And this, he represents as sufficient for their 
conviction, upon /ega/ principles of ’ evidence: 
‘“ And moreover, it is written in your Law, that 


* Our Lord, here introduces parenthetically, the sub- 
sidiary testimony of John the Baptist, to the divine mission of 
Christ ; because the Jews respected John as a prophet. John 
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the testimony of two men is true.” (Deut. xvii 
6.)—The inference then is obvious: that if they 
admitted the testimony of two earthly witnesses to 
be true, or valid; they ought still more, to admit 
the testimony of two heavenly witnesses. John 
“vill. 16—13. 

The analogy between onr Lord’s argument of 
the two heavenly witnesses, and St. John’s, of the 
three heavenly witnesses, is obvious and striking : 
The latter, indeed, is the completion of the for- 
mer. After our Lord’s crucifivion, the three 
earthly witnesses. were furnished : and after his 
ascension, the promised mission.of the Holy 
Ghost, the third heavenly witness, took place, 
John xvi. 7—14. which could not be imcluded in 
eur Lord’s argument, during his life time; “ be- 
cause the Holy Ghost was not yet given. John 
vil. 39. , | 

We may, therefore conclude, with full assus 
rance of faith, borrowing the language of our Lord 
himself : | 

We know that the testimony of the three 
heavenly, and of the three earthly witnesses is 
true. 

Griesbach himself has furnished strong evidence 
to the authenticity of the 7th verse, from the 
acknowledged currency of the phrases, & ra’ rea* 


Ab, EY TELOL y JEOTHS* Kat, TH Tea Ey, in the writings of 


Gregory Nazianzen, Euthymius, Afauropus, &c. 
“ which, (says he) were framed, perhaps, accord- 
ing to the analogy of the eighth verse,” p.-[10] 
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but rather, according to the analogy of the seventh, 
in which the heavenly witnesses are introduced, 
but not in the eighth. 

_ To the authority of Griesbach, on this question, 
I shall not hesitate to oppose, and prefer the 
authority of a celebrated German editor and critic, 
the learned and judicious Hrnesti, with whose 
observations I shall close this minute and elabo- 
rate survey of the whole evternal and iniéernal 
evidence ; which, I humbly trust, will be found 
exhaustive of the subject, and set the controversy 
at rest in future. 

“‘ If the genuineness of the seventh verse de- 
pended on Greek MSS. alone, and was to be 
estimated by them solely, Griesbach would have 
gained his cause. But although the Greek MSS. 
take a lead in this inquiry, yet learned and skilful 
critics require other helps also. In my opinion, 
its connection with the antecedent and subsequent 
verses prevents me from subscribing to their deci- 
sions, who think this verse ought to be expunged : 
for, in the ninth verse, a comparison is introduced 
between the testimony of men, and the testimony 
of God himself ; in which the Apostle undoubtedly 
refers to these heavenly witnesses, of whom he 
had made mention a little before.” Instit. N. T. 
-p. 109. or Bishop Burgess, on the Spartan 

Decree, p. 62. And in the same verdict concurs 
an English critic, Valpy, the learned editor of a 
New Edition of the Greek Testament with Theolo- 
gical and Philological notes, 3 vols. Svo. 1816.— 

VOly II. Q. 
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Istis verbis e tertu sublatis, nescio quid curti et 
ineapleti semper mihi apparuit. “ If these words 
be expunged from the text, there always appeared 
to me something unaccountably defective and t- 
complete in the passage.’ | 


‘LETTER XIII. 


Faitn ry tHE Hoty Trrniry, the doctrine of the Gospel, 
of the Law, and the Prophets, and as old as the Creations 
Explanation of the mysterious terms, ‘* the three are 
one,” 1 John v. 7—Explanation of the Creed, commonty 
called the Athanasian.—Vindication of Cudworth from the 
imputation of Platonism, or Latitudinarianism. — Pagan 
Trinities.—Causes of the Corruption of Primitive Theology, 


and of Religious Worship. 


SABELLIAN Unitarianism was represented 
as ** an impious novelty, invented by heresy, 
against the Catholic and Apostolic Faith,” by the 
venerable Fathers of the African Church, A. D. 
484, as shewn in the foregoing Letter. In this, 
on the other hand, we shall undertake to prove, 
that Farrn 1n tue Hory Trinity, was not 
only the doctrine of the Gospe/, but also of the 
Law and the Prophets, and as old as the 
Creation. 

1. The book of Genesis, i. 1. ‘ In the begin- 
ning God (Atlohim) created the heaven and the 
earth,’ commences with this mystery, in the plural 
form, but singular acceptation, of the word 
“Elohim, as demonstrated by the singular verb, 
bara, creavit; and from its being put in apposi- 
tion with the fuller phrase (Jahoh Aslohim, ) 
“ the Lord God made the earth and the heavens.” 
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Gen. ii. 4. And it is thus stated in the book of 
Zohar, one of the oldest of the Jewish Cabalistic 
works: ‘ Come and see the mystery of the word 
Alohim: there are three degrees, and each degree 
is sole, (or distinct.) Notwithstanding, they are 
one, and are united into one ; nor is one of them 
divided from another.” ad Levit. Sect. 6. And 
the same book observes on the threefold repetition 
of the letter Jod, Isa. xliv. 6. “ The three Jods* 
testify concerning Him, that there is none above, 
beside Him; nor below, beside Him.” And the 
same book adduces the letter, ¢ Shin, as a symbol 
-of the threefold distinction in the divine nature ; 
comparing the Godhead, to the root, and the three 
persons to the three branches of that letter. See 
Maurice's Indian Antiquities, B. IV. p. 689. 
The book of Jezir, which is confessedly the 
oldest of these works, being ascribed by the 
Jewish Rabbins even to Abraham himself, thus 
states it: “ Lo, that mystery is manifest unto us, 
which the Sages of the Cabala, (or of Theology, ) 
declared, that fhe three primaries, (which are. 
the Chief Crown, Wisdom, Inielligence,) are in 
equal dignity, like something absolutely one.” 
And we meet therein the phrase, “M8 whys. 
“ The three are onc,” and its Rabbinical explas 
nation, MMM TES swe Hom. “ There are 
three ones, and lo, they are one.” Which not 


* « Fam the first. and I am the last, and beside me 
there is no God,” (I¥72—2R—"IN.) 
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only furnishes the identical clausule of the three 
heavenly witnesses, 1 John v. 7, but shews whence 
the Apostle derived it. Nolan, p. 269. 

Accordingly the Jerusalem Targum or Para- 
phrase, and the Targum ascribed to Jonathan 
Ben Usziel, on Gen. i. 1, render A'lohim, by 
Jahoh. ‘In the beginning, the Lord created the 
heaven and the earth.” And they paraphrase 
‘‘ the Spirit of God,” by, “ the Spirit of mercies 
JSrom the presence of the Lord was brooding upon 
the face of the waters.” This Spirit, Rabbi 
Menahem styled ‘* the Spirit of Wisdom,” and 
the book of Zohar, ‘ the Spirit of the Messiah ;” 
which was also styled by the Cabalists, Zmma, 
“* mother,” as well as Birah, ‘* intelligence.” 
And Origen, on Psal. exxii. notices a curious 
Jewish analogy between the 7rinity and the con- 
stituent parts of man: “ The Spirit and the body, 
are the servants of the Lords, the Futher, and the 
Son: the Soul is the handmaid of the Lady, the 
Holy Spirit: but the three are the Lord our 
God, for the three are the one.” Asnra xUpICoD 
Tlarp@ xa Tis, avevxpa nor capo? gardicun de KUgIaS TH 
‘Ayis [lvevparos, 1 buyn. ra os rev Kugios & @zos Apesy 
esi, Of yap reas ro &y aot. Lhe conclusion of this 
curious passage furnishes also a further evidence 
of the source from which the Apostle derived the 
clausule of 1 John y. 7, as remarked by Nolan, 
p. 272. 

These Jewish authorities, therefore, strongly 
confirm the authenticity of that text likewise. 


( 2p 5. 
2. Gen. 1.26. “* And God said, Let us make 


man In our image,” &c. which is thus paraphrased 
by Jonathan Ben Uzziel, ‘‘ And the Lord said to 
the Angels that ministered before him, who were 
created on the second day of the creation of the 
world, Let «ws make man in our image,” &c. 
Whatever absurdities the Rabbins might have 
fallen into respecting the creation of Angels, de- 
rived from the Oriental mythology, and perhaps 
from Job's account of the SrA ** When all 
the Sons of God shouted for joy,” Job xxxviii. 7, 
yet Angels did not compose the Privy Council of 
God. Job-xy, 8. 

For in the next verse, 

Shana: Qi. God created man in we 
own image,” &c. which is thus paraphrased by 
the Jerusalem ‘Targum, ‘ And the word of the 
Lord created man in his own image,” &c. thus, 
for Elohim, ““ God,” substituting the second 
person of the Trinity, AMimra da Jahoh, the per- 
sonal Word or Oracle of the Lord, as distinguished 
from the spoken or written word. And this dis- 
tinction is strongly marked in Gen. ili. 8. ‘* And 
they heard the voice of the Lord God,” &c. which, 
according to Jonathan Ben Usziel, is,‘ And 
they heard the voice of the Oracle of the Lord 
God,” &c. where the voice, or the words, are 
critically distinguished from the speaker, ‘the 
Oracle. 

4, Gen. ill. 22. And the Lord God said, 
‘* Behold, the man is become as ove of us.% 
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How many were included in the expression us, 
will appear from 

5, Ps. xxxili. 6. “ By THE ORACLE OF THE 
Lorp were the heavens made, and all the host of 
them by the breath, (Heb. Sri RIT) of his mouth.” 
Here rue Lorp, his Oracte, and his Spirit, 
correspond to the prime agents in the creation. 
Gen. j. 1—3, &c. 

6. Gen. xix. ‘* And the Lorn rained upon 
Sodom and upon Gomorrah, brimstone and fire 
from tHE Lorp, out of heaven.” Here is an 
obvious distinction, (noticed in the sixth Letter, ) 
between JAHou, twice repeated, on earth, and in 
heaven; as marked by the article THe prefixed in 
the latter case. | 

7. Numb. vi. 24, &c. 1. “ THe Lorp bless 
thee and keep thee. 

2, Tue Lorpv make his face to shine upon 
thee, and be gracious unto thee. 

3. Tue Lorp lift up his countenance upor 
thee, and give thee peace. 

Here, JAHou is thrice repeated, and different 
functions are ascribed to each*. And Rabbi 


* In the modern prayer book of the German and Polish 
Jeus, Duke’s place, London, the doxology is thus repeated 
by the Priest, with the responses of the Congregation: 

P. Tue Lorp bless thee and keep thee. 

R. Grant it for the piety of Abraham. 

P. Tue Lorp let his countenance shine upon thee, and 
be gracious unto thee. 

* R. Grant it for the piety of Isaac. 
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Bechai records a remarkable tradition among the 
Jews ; that “ when the High Priest pronounced 
‘this solemn blessing upon the congregation of 
Israel, he lifted up his hands, and so disposed his 
jingers, as to express a triad, or trinity.” See 
Jones on the Trinity, p. 83. 

8. The true interpretation of this repetition is 
given by that great Rabbinical scholar, and in- 
spired Apostle; st. Paul, in the Christian blessing : 
2 Cor. xiii. 14. . 

g. “The grace of our Lorp Jesus Curisr, 
and 

1. The love of Gop, and 

3. The fellowship of the Hoty Guost, be 
with you all. Amen.” 

Fiere we see a marked correspondence between 
the Jewish and Christian blessings ; only that the 
order of the first and second clauses in the Jewish 
is inverted in the Christian: the latter beginning 
with our Lory Jesus Currsr, to intimate, per- 
haps, that it is by his gracious mediation, that we 
sinful mortals have access unto THE FATHER, or 
boldness to approach him with confidence, by ONE 
SPIRIT, Ephes. ii. 18; iii. 19, 

We are not, however, to imagine that these 
attributes are so appropriated to each of the 


P, Tue Lorp turn his countenance toward thee, and - 
give thee peace. 


R. O Grant it for the piety of Jacob, and give ‘Prec unto 
Israel, 
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persons of the Trinity, as not to be common 
to all. . 

The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ is, indeed, 
most frequently repeated in the New Testament, 
Rom. xvi. 20, 24; 1 Cor. xvi. 23; Phil. iv. 23; 
1 Thes. v. 28; 2 Thes. iii 18; Gal. vi. 18; Rev. 
xxii. 21, &c. and most justly, “ For we know the 
grace of our Lord Jesus Christ; that having 
been rich, (adscios w) for our sakes, he became 
poor ; (exlwxevoe) that we, through his poverty, 
might become rich,” 2 Cor. vi. 9. 

But what thanks are due to THE GoD OF ALL 
Grace, “ Who saved us,” and called us unto his 
eternal glory, by Christ Jesus,” 1 Pet. v. 10, with 
a holy calling; not according to our works, but 
according to his own purpose, [decreed| eternal 
ages before ; and his grace, which was given us 
by Jesus Christ ; and is now manifested by the 
appearance of our Saviour Jesus Christ, who 
hath abolished death, and illustrated /i/e and in- 
corruption, by the Gospel.” 2 Tim. 1. 9, 10. 
Such is the free and unmerited Grace of God, 
which originally willed our salvation from the 
foundation of the world, through Christ. Matt. 
xxv. 34; Rey. xii. 8. 

Tue Hoty Guosrt also is styled “ the Spirit 
of Grace,” Zech. xii. 10; Heb. x. 29. 

The Love of Gop is most frequently repeated, 
Tit. i. 4; Rom. v. 5; 1 John iv. 9, &c. Be- 
cause ‘‘ God so loved the world, that he gave his 
only begotten Son, to the end hat all that believe 
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in him should not perish, but have everlasting 
hife.” John iit. 16; 1 John iv. 9, &c. 

But ‘ the Jove of Curist also passeth know- 
ledge,” Eph. iii. 19, ‘‘ who loved us, and gave 
himself for us, an offering and sacrifice to God, 
for a fragrant savour.” Eph. v. 2. 

And the dove of the Hoty Guosr is evinced 
by the fruits of the Spirit, dove, joy, peace, &c. 
Gal. v. 22, ‘‘ by pureness, by knowledge, by 
long-suffering, by kindness, by THE HOLY SPIRIT, 
by dove unfergned,” 2 Cor. vi. 6. : 

The fellowship of tHE Hoty Guosvt, is pe- 
culiarly attributed to him, because He dwelleth 
in the Faithful, Rom. vii. 11; John xiv. 17, 
whose femple they are. 1 Cor. vi. 19; but it 
equally belongs to the FATHER AND THE Son, 
for “ truly our fellowship is with THE FaTHER, 
and with his Son Jesus Curist.” 1 John i. 3. 

9. Isa. vi. 3. ‘ And one cried to another and 
said, Horny, Hoty, Hoty, is roe Lorn oF 
Hosts; the whole earth is full of n1s GLory.” 

This threefold repetition of Aoly is applicable 
to the three persons of the Trinity, who are all 
entitled to the appellation of the Lord of Hosts ; 
Tue Farner unquestionably is Lord of Hosts, 
James v. 4, &c. but not exclusively; for the 
prophet declares, ‘‘ mine eyes have seen the 
King, the Lord of Hosts, sitting upon a throne 
of Glory,” in the spiritual temple; and ¢hzs 
Lord, the Regent Lord, (Adoni) was Curist : 
Yor “ these things said Isaiah, when he saw his 
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(Christ’s) glory.” Isa. vi. 1-5; John xii. 41. 
This. Lord was also the Hoty Guosr; For, 
‘ Well spake the Holy Ghost, by Isaiah the 
prophet, unto our Fathers, saying, Go unto this 
people and say, Hearing ye shall hear, and shalt 
not understand,” &c, Acts xxvill. 25, 26, &c. but 
this was the very message delivered to the prophet 
by the visible Lord of Hosts. 

Origen, who was no Arian, though often mis- 
represented as such, has a fine reflection, in his 
Homily on this passage: ‘ The Seraphim are 
‘not content to say Holy once or twice; but to 
take the perfect number of the Zrinity, thereby 
to declare the manifold holiness of God ; which is 
a repeated intercommunion of a three-fold holiness ; 
the holiness of the Father, the holiness of the 
only begotten Son, and of the Holy Ghost.”— 
Hence, the Father is styled, ‘‘ the High and 
Holy one that inhabiteth eternity,” Is. lil. 15; 
Christ declares of himself in prophecy, ‘“ Thou 
shalt not leave my Soul in Hades ; neither shalt 
thou suffer thy Holy one to see corruption [in the 
grave.” | Ps. xvi. 11. Whence Peter upbraided 
the Jews, “‘ Ye denied the Holy one and the Just.” 
Acts iii. 14. And of the Holy Spirit, John de- 
clares, ‘‘ Ye have an wnction from the Holy one, 
and ye know all things.” 1 John i. 20. So Christ 
himself. was ‘‘ anointed with the Holy Ghost and 
with power.” Acts x. 38. And we find in Nebu- 
chadnezszar’s second dream, the appellations of 
the Watchers and the Holy ones,” Dan. iv. 
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13—17, ‘‘ which denote the persons of the Ged- 
head: the first, describing them by the vigilance 
of their universal Providence ; the second, by the 
transcendant sanctity of their nature ;” according 
to the admirable interpretation of Bishop Horseley, 
in the last sermon which he ever composed, Vol. 
J. Pref. p. iii. Vol. II. Ser. xxix. p. 430. 

And this leads us to the parallel text, 

10. Rev.1. 8. ‘lam Alpha and Omega, the 
beginning and the ending, saith ruz Lorp, whe 
7s,- and who was, and who is to come, THE 
ALMIGHTY.” 

From the analogy between this verse, and the 
37th and 18th of this chapter, and xxi. 6; xxii. 
12, 13, we are warranted to infer that raz Lorp 
who spake it was Curist ; who consequently is 
entitied to every mame and attribute expressed 
therein; and among the rest, to that of the 
Almighty, (& xavroxparwe) expressive of universal 
dominion, and therefore equivalent to the God of 
Sabaoth, or God of Hosts, in the former text, 
And this is the interpretation of Origen: “ Now 
that you may know the omnipotence of the Lather 
and of the Son, to be one and the same; like as 
he (the Son) is one and the same God and Lord 
with the Father ; hear what St. John saith in the 
Revelation: ‘ These things saith the Lord who is, 
and who was, and who is to come, the Almighty.’ 
For who is the Almighty that is to come, but 
Christ ?” De Principiis, Lib. 1, cap. 2. See the 
original, Jones on the Trinity, p. 16, 17. This 
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also was the interpretation of the judicious 
Gregory Nazianzen. 

Most plainly and expressly is the doctrine of the 
Trinity in Unity inculcated, in our Lord’s last 
and fullest commission to his Apostles, shortly 
before his ascension. | 

11. Matt. xxviii, 18-20. “ All authority 
was given (030) unto me, in heaven and in 
earth: go ye forth, therefore, and discipline 
(uaSnrevoare) all the nations; baptizing them im 
the name of r#e FatuHER, and of THE Son, and 
of run Hoty Guost: teaching (O8acxovres) them 
to observe all things whatsoever I have come 
manded you.” 

This authoritative commission forms the grand 
Charter of the Christian Church. Its authenti- 
city is unimpeachable : and being founded on the 
Rocx Curist himself, and ratified by the ever- 
blessed and adorable Trinity, furnishes a sure 
and firm foundation of our Faith. ‘The winds 
and waves of Infidelity may beat against it and 
foam, in vain, to the end of the world. 

“ To me,” (on the contrary,) says Dr. Car- 
penter, “ it appears clear, that if this be, as 
some say, the chief support of the doctrine of the 
Trinity, it must soon fall, never to rise again.” 
Unitarianism, &c. p. 23. 


Quid dignum tanto feret hic promissor hiatu ? 


Parturiunt montes, nascetur ridiculus mus ! 
, Hor. 
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Let us examine the grounds of this high sound- 
wg, but worse than ridiculous denunciation, and 
we shall find it built upon the sand, and doomed 
to the very same fate it threatens, when assailed 
by the wind and rain of rational and scriptural 
criticism. 

1. “ All power is GtvEN * to me in heaven and 
on earth :” therefore, says Dr. C. “ this verse can- 
not be justly considered as implying the equality 
af the Son with the Father,” p. 130. But, surely, 
the delegation furnishes no rational objection : if, 
as our Lord declared to his disciples, “ Ad/ things 
that the Lather hath are mine.” John xvi. 15 i— 
“even his eternal power and Godhead.” Rom. i. 20. 
And if, ashe appealed to the Father himself, “ all 
mine are thine ; and thine, mine; and I have been 
Slorified (3<doFx0u01) in them.” John xvii. 10. ‘And 
sow, O Father, glorify (SoFaov) thou me, along 
with thine own self, (xape ccavrw) with the glory 
which I had along with thee, before the world 
was.” Join xvii. 5. When “ he was along with 
THE Gop, and was Gop THE OracLE.” John 


* Edvdn, should be rendered “ was given.” Our Lord re- 
ceived the commission, even before his incarnation, rare (oe 
Tepedodn tro Te warpos ws. ‘* All things were delivered to me 
by my Father,” Matt. xi. 27.—The note-maker to the Uni- 
tartan Version, (who entirely concurs with Dr. C.) endeavours 
to disparage this commission: * All, is often used im a limited 
sense ; as ch. xx. 23. shews it is here.”——There is sume mis-< 
take in the reference, which is irrelevant; as also, the re= 
mainder of the note, added im the fourth edition. 
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i, 1, %. Surely, all this implies, that the Son is 
equal to the Father, as touching his Godhead.” 

2. But, objects Dr. C.—‘ Baptizing into, or 
into the name of, a person, is no proof of his di- 
vinity; otherwise Adoses was God: for all were 
baptized into Afoses (es rev Mavony) in the cloud 
and in the sea.” 1 Cor. x. Q. 

But the cases are not parallel: the Lsraelites, 
by their miraculous passage through the Red Sea, 
under the guidance and protection of the God of 
Israel, in the cloud, by this symbolical baptism, 
were initiated into a covenant with THE Lorp, 
through the mediation, or ministry of Afoses: the 
Apostle, in this beautiful and apposite imagery, 
evidently alluding to the narrative in Exodus: 
“ And Jsrael saw that great work which THE 
Lorp did upon the Egyptians, [whom they saw 
dead upon the sea-shore:] and the people feared 
the Lorn; and believed the Lorn, and his ser- 
vant Moses.” Exod. xiv. 30, 31. Here the 
inferiority of Moses as “ servant,” is clearly as- 
certained*. And St. Paul indirectly stigmatizes 


* Among the books distributed by the Unitarian Society, 
there is one in the catalogue, subjoined to their Rules, &c. 
published in 1816, No. (8.) “* 4 new Way of deciding old 
Controversies ; by Basanistes,’ 8vo. which, for the novelty and 
snalignity of its tiews of the Gospel, is entitled to the severest 
censure and reprobation. 

Its unworthy object is to ridicule*, and burlesque the 


* His heathenish motto is,—Ridentem dicere verum Quid yetat? Hor. 
o— What should be serzous, he turns to farce.”--Horace furnished a 
better.—Quid verum atque decens curo et rogo, et omnis in hoc sum,——= 
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the supposed divinity of Moses, as downright blas- 
phemy, while he reprobated the contentious Sects 


doctrine of the Hoty Trinity, by substituting that of a 
 Quaternity !” which the whimsical and paradoxical author 
labours to establish, by the most extraordinary perversion of 
Scripture, in supporting the divinity of Moses. And he 
beasts, in the preface to the third edition, enlarged, Johnson, 
1815, that “ Hitherte, no attempt has been made to contro< 
vert a single statement or argument in the work.” P. xvii. 

Though not disposed to enter into a formal controversy 
with one who considers the doctrine of the T7inity, to be ‘* an 
idolatrous opinion, which is the grand source of all superstition, 
bigotry, strife, intolerance, and sccpticism among Christians ;” 
and ‘‘a fair subject for ridicule.” Pp. xvi. xvii. xxxil. I 
shal! briefly, in this note, disprove his. main position, that 
Moses and Curisr were Gods alike; for ‘* that the arguments 
of the orthodox for the godhead of Christ, would equally 
prove the godhead of Moses.” 

1, Moses was deputed the ambassador of the God of glory, 
who appeared to him in the midst of the burning bush, at 
Horeb. Exod. iii. 1—18. But this God of glory, according 
to the unauimous opinion of the primitive Fathers of the 
Church *, was the Son of God ;— the image,” or visible re- 
presentative “ of the invisible God.” Col. i. 15.—“ The ef= 
fulgence of His gloru, and the character or impress of his sub- 
sistence.” Heb. i. 1—S. And accordingly St. Paul represents 
the Israehies, as ‘* tempting Christ in the wilderness.” 1 Cor. 
x. 9. evidently referring to Exod. xvil. 2, 7. Numb. xxi. 
5—9; and Aloses himself, as “ preferring reproach for 
Christ’s sake, before the treasures of Egypt.” Heb. xi. 26. 
Therefore, Christ was “ the God of the Hebrews,’ who ape 
peared, in glory, to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, Acts vii. 23 
Exod. iii. 18; vi. 3. And the tutelar God of Israel, who 
appeared in glory on Mount Srna, to Moses, Aaron, and his 


—— one 


* See Letter VI. of this series. 
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of Christians at Corinth: “ Every one of you 
saith, I am [a disciple] of Paul; and I, of Apol- 


sons the priests; and to the seventy elders of Israel, Exod. 
xxiv. 9—11. And our Lord himself assumed this character; 
in his mournful expostulation with Jerusalem :—‘ How often 
would I have gathered thy children together; &c. but ye would 
not !” Matt. xxiii. 37; Exod. xix. 4 --6; Deut. xxxii. 11, 12¢ 

2. Muses was faithful as a servant, tn all God's household : 
but Curist, as @ son, over his household. And He was 
counted worthy of greater estimation than Moses; inasmuch 
as the founder of the household is entitled to more honour 
than the household itself. Heb. ili, 1—6. 

3.. Moses worked miracles, by a delegated power; Curis 
by his own. | 

It is truly remarkable, that the only occasion in whick 
Moses and Aaron presumed to act in their own names, in- 
curted a severe censure and punishment from God:—“ Hear 
now, ye rebeis, must we fetch you water out of this rock?” 
—But this displeased toe Lorn, because ‘ they sanctified 
Him not in the eyes of the children of Israel,” or gave not 
Gop the glory of the miracle; and ‘“ because. they believed 
Him not,” or gave not implicit credence to his command, 
only “ to speak to the rock,” but smote the rock ¢wice, with 
the rod, when the waier gushed out abundantly.—And for 
this .oftence, both Moses and Aaron were excluded from the. 
land of promise, and sentenced to die, in the wilderness, and 
on this side of Jordan. Numb, xx. 7—12. Though Moses 
earnestly besought the Lord to reverse his sentence, but in 
vain. Deut. ill. 23—27. , 

On the contrary, Curisr, when he worked miracles, spoke 
authoritatively, in his own name, and with all the command- 
ing brevity, which he exercised at the creation, when ‘* Gop 
said, Let there be hight: and there was light.” Genoisgs 
Thus, when the deper worshipped-him, and besought him, 
“¢ Lord, if thou willest, thou scanst male me clean.” » Jesus 
granted his prayer, in his own word’, “ £ will, be thou clean.” 
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los ; and I, of Kephas, or Peter; and I, of 
Christ :? What, [the Apostle indignantly asks] Is 


And immediately his leprosy was cleansed. Matt. viil. 1—3. 
In two words, he restored Jairus’s daughter to life, Tahtha 
kumi. ‘* Damsel, arise.” Mark v. 41; and likewise the widow’s 
son at Nain—‘ Young man, arise.”” Luke vii. 14; and in that 
last and greatest resurrection, “ Lazarus, come forth.” John 
xi. 43. And most remarkable was the authoritative language 
in which he quelled instantaneously, “ the great storm” sude 
denly raised, and most probably by Satan, the prince of the 
power of the air, in the lake of Gennesareth, endeavouring to 
destroy him, while he slept in the ship.—“ But he arose, and 
rebuked the wind, (the prime mover of the tempest,) and said 
to the sea, (which was agitated by the wind,) cswma! riDipwce™! 
“© Hush,” (thou wind,) Be instantly muzzled,” (thou sea, 
then roaring like a wild beast,) and immediately “ the wind 
was lulled, and there fell «@ great calm” in the sea, which 
usually runs mountains high, after the gale ceases——And 
the effect of this stupendous miracle upon his diseiples, was 
proportionate: “ they were terrified with great terror, and said 
to each other, (not daring to address him,) What extraerdi- 
nary person is this, that even the wind and the sea obey him ! !” 
Mark iv-37—41. And to crown all, he assumed and exer- 
cised a power, which, even by the confession of his enemies, 
belonged to Gop only—“ Thy sins be forgiven thee !” Matt. 
ix. 1—7. 

4. Christ also was equally euthoritative in his doctrines, 
which he delivered in his own name, to the great astonishment 
of the multitudes. Matt. vii, 28; Luke iv. 32. } 

In his divine sermon on the Mount, he thus expounds, and 
enlarges the Decalogue itself, delivered on Mount Sinai, “ Ye 
have heard that it was oracularly spoken to the ancients (egenSx: 

* Here the perfect passive of the verb, piom, “to muzzle,” (1 Cor. ix. 9.} 
is more energetic than the aorist, piycodnzs, addressed by oyr Lerd te the 
@emeniacs, Mark i, 25; Luke iv. 35. 
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Christ divided ? [into leaders of sects] Was Paul 
crucified for your Or were ye baptized into the 


Fors aoyxecsoss) Thou shalt not kill; and whosoever shall kill, shall 
be liable to the judgment ; (Exod. xx. 13; xxi. 12.) but I say 
unto you, that whosvever is angry with his brother, without 
cause, shall be liable tu the judgment,” &c. Matt. v. 21——23. 

“Ye have heard, that it was oracularly spoken to the 
ancients, Thou shalt not commit adultery, (iMxod. xx. 14.) but 
ZT say unto you, that whosoever looketh on a woman to lust after 
fer, hath committed adultery with her already in his heart,” 
&c. Matt. v. 27, 28. 

Thus does ovr Lorp, as tHE Son oF MAN, spiritualize 
those laws, which he delivered before, as THE ORACLE, on 
Mount Sinai; when the world became better prepared for 
such refinements, under a new and better covenant ; sanctioned 
with more awful rewards and punishments, in a future state ; 
whereas the sanctions of the Mosaical law were chiefly tem- 
poral, as expressed in the second commandment. (Exod. xx. 
5,6.) See also the remarks on John i. 16, Letter VII. of 
this series. 

5. And St. Paul’s inference is sufficient, surely, to make 
the stoutest gainsayer, or scoffer, tremble: 

“ See that ye reject not THE SPEAKER: (tov AwAurta) for 
if they escaped not, who rejected him, when uttering oracles 
upon the earth ; (sas tus yns xpnpariCovra,) whose voice then shook: 
the earth: (Exod. xix. 18, 19.)—much more shall not we 
escape, if we turn away from him, when [speaking] from hea- 
‘yen—who now hath promised, saying, Yet once more, I shake, 
not only ¢he earth, but also the heaven. (Haggai ii, 6.)—where- 
tore,-—-may we have grace, to enable us to serve Gop accept- 
ably, with reverence and religzous fear: for ouR Gop isa 
consuming fire! [under the Gospel, as well as under the Lay. 
Ps. 1.3; Deut. ix. 3,] Heb. xii. 25—29. 

These arguments and scriptural references, (all totally un- 
noticed in the ‘* New JVay,” &c,} seem abundantly sufficient 
so establish the infinite disparity and superiority of Curis? 
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name of Paul? 1 thank God, that I baptized 
none of you, save Crispus and Gaius, that no one 
might say that I baptized into my own name.” 
1 Cor. i. 1I—15. 

3. “ The sense of the passage,” proceeds Dr. 
C. ‘ appears obviously to be, ‘ Baptizing them 
into the profession of that Religion, which had 
Gop as its author, and Jesus as its revealer, and 
was confirmed by the gifts of the Spirit.” P.131*. 

Admitting that as ro ovoz«, may not improperly 
be explained, ‘‘ znto the profession of the Faith, 
or religion of the Father,” + Margos: Surely, the 
phrase being equally understood of the remaining 
nouns also, in the genitive case, xa rs Vis, xai rs ays 


above Mosesx—May they contribute, by his grace “ to open 
the eyes” of  BASANISTES,” this “ torturer” of ScRIPTURE, 
and persecutor of Curist, (Acts xxvi. 183 ix. 4.) and con. 
vince him, that bis work is indeed, what he himself, unwit- 
tingly styles it, AIPEZEEQN ANAZTALIZ. ‘ A resurrection, 
or revival of heresies,” the most blasphemuus and portentous ! ! 


* In this explanation, the note in the Unitarian version 
also concurs ; considering the passage, ‘* as a symbolical re- 
presentation of that holy religion which originated with the 
Father, was taught by Christ the Son, (that is the servant and 
messenger of God) and confirmed by the gifts of the Spirit.” 
~—Here, the parenthetical clause has the further demerit of 
misinterpreting the meaning of Son; “ the only begotten,— 
the peculiar—the beloved Son of Go,” so distinguished from 
all other beings, John i. 18; Rom. viii. 32; Matt. iii. 17 ; 
xvil. 5, &c. &c. and degrading him into a servant, contrary 
to the express distinction of Scripture, Heb. iii. 5, 6, &c. 
ranking him above the agels, Heb, i. 5—7. as being Gon, 
Heb. i. 8. John i. 1. 
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Hvevjarss, all connected together by the copulative 
particle; they must equally denote persons, and of 
the same kind ; and, therefore, there is an obvious 
solecism in turning the last into an operation, viz. 
“ the gifts of the Spirit.” Indeed, Dr, C. 
himself admits, that ‘ if the doctrine of the per- 
sonality of the Holy Spirit were proved, of course, 
it would sufficiently well accord with it, [the text.”] 
p. 131, note. And surely, the accordance of the 
received interpretation is preferable to the discord- 
ance of this gloss! and furnishes no mean proof 
of the personality of the Holy Spirit; especially 
when supported by such a “ cloud of witnesses,” 
as is here adduced, from other quarters *, 


 * The wcsawaliva of the Holy Spirit, is justly inferred, 
from the personal actions attributed to him ; which cannot 
possibly relate to the Father himself, 

1. Christ is styled our “ Advocate with the Father,” Caged 
uAnTov %pos TOY wurepa,) | John ii. 1, who * éntercedeth for us,” 
(evrvy years imte nuwy,) Rom. vill. 35. but Christ styles the 
Holy Spirit, “ another advocate,” (aAdrov magaxdntov,) John Xive 
16, 26. who “ intercedeth tor us, with groanings unspeak-. 
able,” (omepertuy aves UmEp huwv severyuors eraarnress,) Rom, Vili. 
96. If then the one “ advucate” be a person, which is unde- 
niable, the “* other advocate” must be a person likewise; and 
cannot possibly denote the spirit, energy, or power of the 
Father ; because it would be absurd to suppose the spirit of 
the Father, iterceding, so pathetically, with Himself! 

2. The Holy Spirit is said to be “ sent by the Father, in 
the name of the Son:” John xiv, 26. and ‘ sent likewise, by 
the. Son from the Father.” John xv, 26.—“ When He, (exes) 

the Spirit of the truth is come,” saith Christ, ‘* he will guide 
you into all the truth; for he shall not speak of himself ; 
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4. “ The Apostles,” says Dr. C. ‘ obviously 
did not consider this as a necessary formula, for 


but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he speak; and he 
shall declare to you things to come.” John xvi. 14.—“ He 
(sxs1v@-) shall glorify me, for he shall receive of mine, and 
shall declare unto you,” John xvi. 14. Here, the emphatic 
pronoun, éxewG, corresponding to celui Ja, in French, from 
a¢ éxes ess-—* He that ts there,”—— (an etymology not noticed 
by any lexicographer) is expressly applied to the Holy 
Spirit; and also the various actions of being sent, coming, 
speaking, hearing, declaring, receiving, and glorifying : to con. 
sider all these, as a prosopopaia, or fictitious personification of 
an attribute of the Father, would be absurd in the highest de- 
gree. And it is actually felt to be absurd, by its abettors, as 
we may collect from the profound silence of the Unitarian 
note-maker, on all these important texts. 

3. To baptize in, or into the name of the Holy Ghost, cone 
sidered as a person, is intelligible ;—but into the name of 
the gifts of the Spirit,” (substituting the Unitarian defini= 
tion) is unintelligible, and palpably absurd. They tell us 
indeed, wherever the spirit is said to be “ given” or ** not yet 
given,” —“ by measure,” or ‘ without measure,”—to be “ poured 
out,” &c. that the gifts of the Spirit are plainly understood. 
And it is true, indeed, that God is said to have given the 
Holy Ghost to them that ebey him, (Acts v. 32;) but itis 
equally true, that a person may be given: for we read, 
Unto us @ Son is given.” Isa. ix. 6. And we are assured, 
that “ God so loved the world, that He gave his only-begotten 
Son,” &c. (John iti. 16.)—and that Son is Christ. Since 
then, to the Holy Ghost is assigned the personal pronoun, and 
the actions, above described ; we are fully warranted to cons 
elude, against the Socinians, Sabellian Unitarians, and Mahoe 
metans, that the Holy Ghost, in these important passages, 
does not signify.an energy, operation, power, quality, or at- 
tribute of the Deity; but a person, a spiritual, intellectual 
and divine Being. See the well-written article of the “ Hory 
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‘we have no instance on record, in which they em- 
ployed it, and we know that they actually baptized 
into the name of Jesus, alone.” P. 131. See Acts 
vill. 16; x. 48; xix. 5. 

We know that the Apostles baptized, indeed, 
into the name, or in the name of Jesus: “ Re- 
pent,” said Peter, to the first fruits of the Chris- 
tian Church, on the memorable day of Pentecost, 
“and be baptized every one of you, into the name 
(cm ry ovouans) Of Jesus Christ, for remission of 
sins; and ye shall receive the gift of the Hoty 
Sprrir.” Acts ii 38. But who told Dr. C. that 
they baptized in his name only? They rather 
were baptized in the name of the whole Zrinity ; 
as we may infer from the mention of the Hoty SPi- 
nIT, whose “ gift,” the Apostle, and whose “‘ bap- 
tism,” Christ, promised them, (Acts i. 5; xi. 16.) 
and, surely, the Apostles would not omit THE Fa- 
yHER OF ALL! The doctrine of the Trinity was 
familiar to the Jews, as we have seen, of old time: 
the only zew article to be inculcated was, that ‘‘ Jesus 
was the Messiah, or Christ, the Son of God,” of the 
Old Testament. And, therefore, this only is men 
tioned in the concise narrative; this part of the 
formula being put for the whole. By the same 
elliptical usage, ‘“ the grace of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, be with you all,” is frequently substituted 


Guost,” in Dr. Robinson’s valuable Theological Dictionary, 
1815, improving on Cainet’s Dictionary, and well-deserving 
of general circulation, for its various information and great 
compression, and copious citation of authors. 
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for the entire benediction, in the name of the 
Trinity : Rom. xvi. 20, &c.—Will Dr. C. argue 
from this, to the exclusion of 2 Cor. xiii. 14? 

Dr. C. should beware of “ the blasphemy against 
THE Hoty Spirit,” “ A sin” of the most gigan- 
fic impiety, “ not to be forgiven in this world, 
nor the next,” Matt. xii. 31. Unhappily, this 
formidable text is not to be found in his Zndex. 

12. 1 Cor. xi. 1—11. “ Now concerning spi- 
ritual [gifts] brethren, I would not have you igno- 
rant. Ye know that ye were Gentiles, carried 
away to these dumb idols, even as ye were led [by 
your teachers. |: Wherefore | certify unto you, that 
no one speaking by tHE Spirit or Gop, calleth 
Jesus accursed (avaSeun) ; and no one is able to 
say that Jesus is THE Lorp, but by raz Hoty 
Spirir. Now there are diversities of gifts, but 
THE SAME Spiriv; and diyersities of ministries, 
but THE same Lorp; and diversities of operations, 
but it is THE SAME Gop, who worketh all in all. 
But the manifestation of the Spirit is given to 
every one, for the benefit fof the whole Church. ] 
For to one is given by THE Sprrit, the word of 
wisdom ; to another, the word of knowledge ; ac- 
cording to THE SAME SPIRIT; to another, faith ; 
to another, the gift of healing, by THE sAME 
SPrrit; to another, workings of [miraculous | 
powers; to another, prophecy; to another, dis- 
cerning of spirits; to another, divers hinds of 
tongues ; to another, the interpretation of tongues: 
but all these wobbles THE ONE AND THE SAME 
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Sprrit (+o éy xa: ro avro Theva) distributing seve- 


rally to each, according as he himself’ willeth, 
(xades Bsrerai.”’) 


In this circumstantial text, omitted likewise 
by Dau o Xapiowarta, ” gifts,” in the first class, 
verse 4, seem to correspond to xeeiopara ianarwry 
“ gifts of healings,” yerse 9, 28, 30. And these 
are attributed to the Hoty Spirit; as, on the 
contrary, the infliction of diseases, for correction 
or punishment, was called, ‘‘ to deliver over unto 
Satan,” or the wicked spirit, Acts xi. 9—-11; 1 
OF Se ew 

Avaxonas, “ ministries,” in the second class, verse 
5, includes the various order of Apostles, Prophets, 
Teachers, Helps or Helpers, Governments or Go- 
wernors; the abstract terms being used for the 
concrete, verse 27-—29. The appointment of these 
is attributed to Curist, THE Lorp, or spiritual 
Head of the Church, or corporate body, of which 
they are members, verse 12. | : 

Evegynuera, “© workings’ or * operations,” in the 
third class, verse 6, are afterwards explained, 
cvegynuate Suvapewr, “ workings of powers” or mira- 
cles, verse 10; and the workers themselves are 
afterwards called duaues, powers or miracles ; the 
abstract terms for the concrete: these are ascribed 
to Gop; and may perhaps denote the eatraordi- 
nary miracles wrought by the chief Apostles, such 
as curing diseases by the shadow of Peter, or by 
handkerchiefs taken from Paul ; raising the dead 
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by both; handling serpents, drinking deadly ht: 
trons anthitg &c. 

The sevenfold gifts of the Spirit, the word of 
wisdom, &c. enumerated in the fourth class, verse 
7—10, are all ascribed to THE ONE AND THE 
SAME Spirit, distributing to each of the ministry 
as He himself willeth ; or, as described elsewhere, 
Gop also bearing them (the Apostles) witness, by 
signs and wonders, and by divers powers, and dis- 
tributions | of the gifts] of the Spirit according to 
his own will,” (xara rnv aires Jernov) Heb. ii. 45 
Mark xvi. 20%. 

The grand object of the illustrious Apostle of 
the Gentiles in writing to the philosophizing con- 
verts at Corinth, the centre of Grecian supersti- 
tion, was to reclaim them from their gross Poly-. 
theism and idolatry, or “ worship of dumb idols,” 


* In perfect accordance with this explanation of 1 Cor, 
xi. 1—J1. St. Paul himself ascribes his delegation to the 
ministry as the joint act of the Trinity :— by the appoint- 
ment of God (the Father,) our Saviour, and the Lord Jesus 
Christ our hope,” 1 Tim. i. 1. Galat. i. 1.—** God (the Father) 
who separated him from his mother’s womb,” Gal. i. 15, 16.— 
“to preach the Gospel of God.” Rom.i.1. Curist said, 

* He (Saul) is a chosen vessel unto me, to bear my name be- 
fore Gentiles, and kings, and sons of Isyael ;’? Acts ix. 15. _ 
* Depart (Saul,) for I will send éhee far hence to the Gen- 
giles.” Acts xxil. 21. And the Hoty Guosrt said, * Separate 
unto me Barnabas and Saul, for the work whereunto I have 
ealled them.” Acts xili. 2. Nothing surely can be more ex« 
press, than these declarations of distinct yet joint agency. 
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by inculeating the simple and sublime doctrine of 
Gospel Theology, 2 Cor. xi, 3. With this view, 
he contrasts both together, more explicitly thus: 

13. 1 Cor. viii. 4—6. “‘ Concerning, therefore, 
the eating of things that are offered in sacrifice to 
idols ; we know that an idol is nothing in the 
world, and that there is no other God but ONE, 
For although there be that are called Gods, whe- 
ther in heaven or in earth (as there be Gods many 
and Lords many) [among the Gentiles, ] yet to us 
[Christians] there is but one Gop, THE FaTHER, 
of whom are all things, and we for Him; and 
onE Lorp Jesus Curist, by whom are all things, 
and we by Him; [and one Hoy Spirit, in 
whom are all things, and we in Him*.] Howbeit, 
there is not in all this knowledge,” Kc. It is not, 
alas! in Dr. Carpenter: to whom this passage 
appears an “ irrefragable proof, that Paul be- 
lieved that one person only 1s Gon; and that per- 
son the Father, the Father of all, the Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ.” Unitarianism, &c. p. 96. 

Dr. C. is remarkable for his positive and dogma- 
tical assertions; his ‘‘ irrefragable proof” turns 
out to be “ nothing in the world,” but the idol of 
his own imagination, downright vanity in him, and 
*« veration of spirit” to his rational and religious 
readers. 

His assumption, that “‘ Paul believed that one 


* The reasons for inserting this clause were given in the 
preceding Letter. 
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person only is Gon,” is at variance with the text, 
which reads, even in his favourite Griesbach’s* 
edition, seas Ocos éregos, as xn fis, the word &reeos, 
“ other,” which he represents as an expletive— 
“* and that there is no [other] God but one,” p. 96. 
is by no means such, it marks diversity of nature, 
as in Deut. xxxii. 12. “ So raz Lorp alone 
did lead him, and with Hrat (the Lord) was no 
strange God,” i. e. no falsely-reputed God, “ which 
1s not God,” Deut. xxxii. 21. Further, the Apos- 
tle speaks only of “ one God,” not “ one person,” as 
Dr. C. grossly misrepresents his meaning; and 
thereby entangles himself in this unavoidable in- 
ference: if the “‘ one God’ denotes the person of 
the Father only, excluding Christ ; surely the 
“one Lord,’ must denote the person of Jesus 
Christ only, excluding the Father ; and the one 
Holy Spirit must denote the Holy Ghost, exclud- 
ing both the Father and the Son!!! Such is the 
miserable and blasphemous absurdity resulting from 
Dr. C.’s assumption, betraying total ignorance of 
the first elements of logic. 

_ But Dr. C, in explanation of his assumption, 
adds, 
/ 14, Eph. iv. 5, 6. “ There is onze Lorp, one 
Faith, one Baptism, one Gop anp Faruer oF 
ALL, who is above all, and through all, and in us 


* Griesbach, in his note, cites several authorities for the 
omission of éregas, but he did not venture to expunge it from 
the text: that bold step was reserved for Dr. C. 
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all.” Here, the “ one Lord” must either denote 
_ Christ or the Father : if it denotes Christ, upon 
his principles, it must exclude the Lather ; if it 
denotes the Father, it must exclude Christ; as in 
the foregoing case. Thus, this passage zs equally 
direct, as the last, and speaks precisely the same 
language. By a strange obliquity of intellect, 
Dr. C. says, ‘ this passage is wot equally direct 
as the last, but it speaks precisely the same lan- 
euage !” p. G6. Iam really sorry to be compelled 
to use such severity of animadversion, as the ad- 
mirer and advocate of that mighty master of rea- 
soning, St. Paul. | 

These leading texts, No. 11, 12, 13, 14, “ all 
speaking precisely the same language,” if not in 
the etter, at least in the spirit, or meaning; “to 
me appear to furnish irrefragadble proof” of the 
reality of that most profound and mysterious 
doctrine of the Trinity 1n UNITY; forming all 
together an admirable commentary upon that hi- 
therto disputed text, 1 John v. 7; whose authenti- 
city, 1 trust, was fully established in the last Letter; 
and whose meaning I shall humbly attempt now 
to illustrate, from careful comparison and amalga- 
mation of these and other texts of Scripture: 
firmly persuaded of the utter inability of human 
reason, unassisted by the light of Revelation, to 
fathom the depths of the stupendous and over- 
whelming mystery, which even Angeds are desirous 
to pry into, and which is intimately known only to 
the Farurr, Son, and Hory Guost, Matt. xi. 
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27; Luke x. 22°; 1 Cor. ii. 10—13; 1 Pet. ii. 
12; Col. ii. 2 
“ Faruer of Lieuts! 

O send forth wispom out of thy holy heavens, 

From the throne of thy glory; send her, 

That being present, she may labour with me, 

That I may know what is well pleasing in thy 

sight,— 

And that utterance may be given me, 

In frankness to disclose tHE MYSTERY OF THE 

GOSPEL.” 

Jam. i. 17; Wisd. ix. 9, 10; Ephes. vi. 19. 

In this arduous inquiry, the first step is to en- 
deavour to acquire clear, distinct, and correct 
ideas of the terms employed. Let us begin, there- 
fore, with the term one, or unity. 

One, or unity, is the simplest idea of the mind, 
and the most universal*. It has no shadow of 
variety or composition in it, and is applicable to 
all beings or things that either do exist, or can be 
imagined to exist : unity bas no bounds. It applies 
itself primarily to Gop, and is chosen by himself 
as his characteristic in Scripture; as being the 
most proper to convey to our finite understandings 
some faint notion of his nature. “ Hear, O 
Israel, THE Lorp THY Gop is ONE Lorp,” 
Deut. vi. 4; Mark xii. 29. “ T, rue Lorp, 
change not,” Mal. iii. 6; “ with whom is no va- 
riableness, nor shadow A turning,” James i. 17. 


* See Locke’s Essay, &c. B. 2, chap.16, Of Number. 
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* Taou art the same, and thy years shali not 
fail,” Psalm cit. 27. “ Jesus Curist, the same 
yesterday, and to-day, and for ever,” Heb. xiii. 8. 
It is, therefore, peculiarly fitted to express those 
amazing and incomprehensible attributes of the 
Deity, his immensity and eternity. 

Unity is equally extensive with being itself; and 
each forms a summum genus, or most universal 
term, in /oyic. It is, therefore, generic or specific 
in its nature, relating to a ‘‘ kind” or ‘‘ sort” of 
beings or things; and is by no means confined to 
single persons or individuals. The neglect of this 
obvious distinction has bred infinite confusion and 
embarrassment in metaphysical speculations, like 
those which the Unitarian school, in particular, 
are too apt to indulge in; speculations which too 
often tend to puzzle and bewilder themselves, and 
their unlearited readers ;—witness Dr. Carpenter, 
passim. 

With this clue, I shall cautiously endeavour to 
trace the labyrinth of the mystery of of ross & eo. 
“THE THREE AKE ONE.” 1 John v. 7. 

The fullest expression of é, “‘ ove,” in this place, 
(as observed in the last Letter) is ro iv, xa ro avre 
aveuna, “the one and the same spirit,” | Cor. xii. 
11, Let us analyse this. The word avewye, 
“ spirit,” ambiguously denotes both disposition 
of mind, and spiritual substance ; the former is, 
evident, from the phrases, BY EV) TVEUMAATS, LIE bux, 
“in one spirit, with one soul,” Phil. i. 22. tnv éy0- 
ante te wvcwnatos, ‘* the unity of the spirit,” Ephes. 
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iv. 3. the latter is undisputed and acknowledged ; 
as “ God is Spirit,” John iv. 24; and “ the Fa- 
ther of spirits,” Heb. xii. 9. Hence, the former 
part of the expression, ro iv, ‘‘ the one,” may be 
understood to denote the unity of disposition, or of 
will, in the three persons of the Godhead, or Deitys 
** according as he himself willeth,” or ‘* according 
to his own will ;” and the latter part, to auro avevua; 
the sameness of substance, spiritual nature, 
or kind ;—not sameness of person, as misrepre- 
sented by the Sabellians of old, and the modern 
Unitarians. And this sameness of substance, or 
spiritual nature, is infinitely more complete and 
perfect in the three divine Persons, than in any 
other beings whatsoever, angels, men, &c. because, 
by their zmmensity or omnipresence, they nll the 
universe, from alé eternity, and to all eternity ; 
and mutually pervade each other always. We crea- 
tures, wadeed, ‘“‘ may be one, as the Father and 
Son are one,” in sentiment, disposition, or will, John 
xvi. 11, 21, 22; but we cannot be one and the 
same spirit with them, on account of our different 
nature or kind; although tHe Deiry is subsist- 
ing not far from every one of us (ag’ ss Exxse tyrov 
‘in flim we live and move our- 
selves, and are,” bs AUTO yao Currey, UAL KiVEUETA, Kab 
souev) Acts xvil. 27, 28. as St. Paul declared in 
language perfectly mtelligible and familiar to thé 
Athenian philosophers. From this Jumious pas+ 
sage, thus more closely translated, we learn: 1. 
the specific nature of wily ; for to limit or confine 
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it to individuals, the adjunct of txzse “ every” was 
necessary in this case: 2. our free agency, not- 
withstanding the divine presence unperceived, i 
which we are or eais¢; and as expressed by the 
middle verb xwene9e, “ we move ourselves ;” which 
is more correct, than “ we move,” (as if it were 
active, xisuev,) for this latter does not necessarily 
imply self-motion ; nor sufficiently distinguish men 
from machines. 

We are told, in Scripture, that 

“ Gop filleth heaven and earth with his pre- 
sence; lo, the heaven, and the heaven of heavens 
cannot contain him,” Jer. xxiii. 24; 1 Kings viii. 
27. “ The eyes of ruz Lorp are in every place, 
beholding the evil and the good,” Prov. xv. 3. 
“ Tuy Fariurr, who seeth in secret, Himself 
will reward thee openly.” Matt. vi. 6. 

“Before Philip called thee, ( Nathanael,) Sse 
thou wast under the fig-tree, I saw thee.” John i. 
49—51, ‘‘ Where two or three are gathered 
together in my name, there am I in the midst of 
them*.” Matt. xvii. 20. “ If ye shall ask any 
thing 7 my name, I will do it.” John xiv. 14. 
“ And lo, L am with you all the days [of the 
Church, ] until the end of the world.” Amen. Matt. 
xxvill. 20. ‘* And this is the confidence that we 
have in Him [the Son of God,] that if we ask any 


* The Rabbins have a saying, that ‘‘ where two persons 
sit together, conversing about the Law, there the Shechinah is 
among them.” See the case of the two disciples going to 
Emmaus, Luke xxiy. 14—32. 
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thing, according to his will, He heareth us: and 
if we know, that He hear us, whatsoever we ask, 
we know, that we have the petitions that we de- 
sired of Him.” 1 John v. 14, 15. ‘* Believest 
thou not (Philip) that I am in the Father, and 
the Father in me? The words that I speak unto 
you, I speak not of myself, the Father, who is 
abiding i mee (5 EY E(408 jeeveny, ) he doeth the works 
f whereby my words are confirmed.” | John xiv. 10. 
‘“* Lo, the hour cometh, and is now come, that ye 
shall be scattered every one to his own [home] 
and shall leave me alone: and yet [am 2ot alone, 
because the Father is with me.” John xvi. $2. 
“ Tf any one love me, he will keep my word; and 
my Father will love him, and we will come unto 
him, and make our abode with him,” (yovnv.) John 
xiv. 23. “ I will ask (epwrnow) the Father, and 
He shall give you another Advocate, even the 
Spirit of Truth, that he may abide with you (usvpy 
for ever.’—“ He abideth with you (ueve) and 
shall be in you.” John xiv. 16, 17. “ Ye are 
the temple of the living God ; as God said, I wild 
dwell in them,” (zvoxnow.) 2 Cor, vi. 16. “ That 
Christ may dwell (xeromncas) in your hearts, by 
faith.” Ephes. iii. 17. “ Know ye not that your 


body is the temple of the Holy Spirit, within you, ~ 


which ye have from God.” 1 Cor. vi. 19. 

These plain and luminous texts announce the 
omnipresence of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 
in the literal: acceptation; that they exist every 
where, and, though distinct persons, pervade each 
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other, and also all created beings, constituting, 
** the one specific God,” “the one and the same 
Spirit ;” in like manner as there is ‘ ove specific 
faith,” “ one specific Baptism,—“ in the name of 
the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,’— 
as opposed to every other species of Faith or 
Baptism. And this, I humbly trust, is an intel- 
ligible explanation of the zerms, in which this great 
mystery is conveyed to us, by the Sprrrt or 
Trutu. 

Though their nature, and mode of co-existence, 
be utterly zxcomprehensible to all created beings, 
yet God has graciously condescended to furnish us 
with some 2/ustrations of the stupendous mystery; 
adapted to our limited faculties, derived from the 
nature of ight. Thus, we are told, that “‘God is 
light, and the Father of lights,” “inhabiting ight 
inaccessible.” } John i. 5; Jam. i. 17; 1 Tim. vi. 
16. Curis is “ the light,” the “ light of the 
world,” “ a ray or beam (amauvyacua*) of his Fa- 
ther’s glory or brightness.” Johni. 8; viii. 12; 
Heb. i. 3. Whence he is styled in the Nicene 
Creed, “ Light of Light.” And Athanasius, who 
had a considerable share in framing that Creed. 
thus beautifully extends the imagery to the Hory 


* St. Paul borrowed this imagery from the primitive 
Jewish Church ; in which wisdom personified, is represents 
as “ arey (awavyacua) of everlasting light ; and an unspotted 
mirror of the energy of God, and an dmage (exwr) of his 
goodness.” Wisdom of Sol. vil, 26.—Dr, C, suggested this, 
p. 182, 
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Guosr: in his fourth oration against the drians, 
p. 467, as the passage is cited by the profoundly 
learned Cudworth, Intellect. Syst. p. 599. se 
YHP TREIS OK AS ELTKYOMEV" ENE! unde Telwy HALwY SmeatE wera 
Tn eIMova, aMAw TAlov, Kal aWxuyaopa, xa ev TO EE NAB EF 
TW AMAVYAO LATE PWS, BTW JAIaY BOKNY Oia LEY. 

“ Lor we (Catholics) do not introduce three 
principles: inasmuch as we do not suppose the 
imagery of three suns; but only Lone] sun, and 
fone] beam, and one light issuing from the sun, in 
the beam. Thus we acknowledge but one prin- 
ciple.” 

And he elsewhere explains the one principle, by 
other imagery: ray sciav re Tlareos, aexnv, nas piCay mat 
giyay sivas re View)! f That the essence of the Father, 
is the principle, and root, and fountain of the Son.” 
De Synod. Arim. et Sel. p. 920, Cudworth, p. 616. 
And Justin Martyr, in the second century, made 
use of both images before Athanasius : 

‘ Both the Father and the Son is God: the 
former, as it were, an exuberant fouz~ain, the 
jatter, as a stream derived from Him; the former, 
as the sun, the latter as a ray extended from the 
sun.” Cudworth, p. 595. 

Hence the primitive Fathers collected, “ that 
the three Persons, though distinct in our concep- 
tions of them, were inseparable in fact : that they 
were indivisibly united or conjoined together, as 
the sun is indivisible from its beam or ray; and 
both, from its light ; that they were intimately in- 


. Bo » 
dwelling * in each other, the Father in the Son, 
and both Father and Son in the Holy Spirit ; so 
as to constitute & env, “ one Divinity,” and to 
exert wiay eveoyerav, “one energy, action, or opera- 
tion, ad extra, outwardly, or in relation to us.” 
Cudworth, p. 597, 598. 

And this is the Doctrine of the Church of Lng- 
land likewise, in her first Article, “ Of Laith an 
the Holy Trinity,” which Dr. C. ignorantly dispa- 
rages, 

‘There is but one living and true Gop— 
everlasting, without body, parts, or passions ; of 
infinite power, wisdom, and goodness ; the maker 
and preserver of all things, both visible and invi- 
sible-—And in unity of this Godhead there be 
THREE PERSONS of one substance, power, and 
eternity ; THE FATHER, THE SON, and the Hoty 
Guost.” 


ATHANASIAN CREED. 


With equal ignorance and prepossession, Dr. C. 
and his abettors, slander the Creed, commonly 
called the Athanasian, as the “ opprobrium of 
Christendom, and a deep blot on our national re- 
ligion, a string of meserable absurdities, begun 
and ended with a sentence of zrreversible damna- 
tion upon all that do not hold them as Céristian 
verity.” P. 207, 


* To express this indwelling, and pervading each other, the 
Greek Fathers invented the schu/astic terms, trvmagé, and 
sumrepsxwpnos;. Cudworth, pe 599, 617. 

A 
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‘The conciseness and abstruseness, indeed, of 
some of the clauses of this Creed, rendering them 
liable to be misunderstood, and its laboured sub- 
tlety of explanation, hard to be understood, have 
given offence to some sober and rational T7rinita- 
rians, as rather unfit for the wse of ordinary Chris- 
ilans. But when properly understood and ex- 
plained, it contains a form of sound words, “ which 
may be proved by most certain warrants of Scrip- 
ture. Art. VILL. | 

I. The damnatory clauses, which have given the 
most heinous offence to the Unitarian school, are 
warranted by Scripture: He that believeth, and is 
baptized (in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost) shall be saved: but 
he that disbelieveth, shall be damned”—(amsnoas 
uaraxeitnaerer.) Mark xvi. 15,16; Matt. xxviii. 19. 

Here, buptism in the name of the Trinity, as 
well as Faith therein, is made an essential condi- 
tion of eternal salvation; but the obstinate and 
incorrigible disbeliever, as distinguished from the 
simple undeliever (« aisevax) shall incur eternal 
damnation ; as is evident from the contrast. And 
the verb, «araxgw«, 1s frequently used in that sense, 
as in Matt. xii. 41; 1 Cor. xi. 32; James v. 9; 
corresponding to the destruction of both soul and 
body in hell, or the punishment of hell-fire, at the 
day of judgment. Matt. x. 28; Mark ix. 43, 44; 
Matt. xili. 41, 42; xxv. 41, 46; Rev. xx. 14, 15; 
a formidable phalanx of texts, (all unnoticed in 
Dr, C.’s Index,) which all the saphistry and sub- 
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terfuges of their impugners will never be able to 
break, or creep through, or invalidate. 

3, 4. These two clauses admirably express the 
true nature of the Catholic, or universal fazth of 
the Christian Church :—‘ to worship one God in 
Trinity, and Trinity in Unity?—“ neither con- 
founding the persons” with the Sabellians; “ nor 
dividing the substance,” with the Arians.—(See 
the Explanations of the Primitive Fathers, in the 
last Letter.) 

-9. “ The Father incomprehensible,” &c. This 
term is “ quite wninée/ligible to common readers, ” 
as judiciously remarked by Bishop Burgess, Charge 
to the Clergy of St. David’s, 1813, p. 8, who usu- 
ally misunderstand it for inconceivable, whereas it 
signifies immense, “ not to be comprehended, or 
confined by space.” The Latin Breviary reads, 
Pater immensus, &c. 

25, 26. “In this Trinity none is afore or after 
other; none is greater or Jess than another ; but 
the whole three persons are co-eternal together 
and co-egual.” 

Here the terms, ‘‘ afore or after” plainly relate 
to ¢ime or eternity ; as is evident from the parallel 
expression, “‘co-efernal together ;” in like manner, 
as “ none is greater or less,” correspond to “ ¢o- 
equal.” 

The former clause 25, has perhaps given the 
most general offence of any to uninformed readers, 
mistaking ‘ afore and after” as if relating to place, 
erder, rank, or dignity, which was not in the con- 
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templation of the framer of the Creed. The three 
Persons, indeed, are equal to each other in “ eter- 
nal power and Godhead.” Rom. i. 20. And te 
mark this equality, we presume, more fully, though 
the Father is placed first in the buptismal form, 
Matt. xxxviii. 19; the Son is placed first in the 
‘Apostolic benediction, or blessing, 2 Cor. xiii. 13; 
and the Holy Ghost placed first, and the Father 
last, in the enumeration of Spiritual Gifts, 1 Cor. 
xu. 4—6. Still, however, the whole tenor of 
Scripture, both of the Old and New Testament, 
marks a priority and a subordination of rank or 
dignity, in the three Persons. ‘‘ Zhe God above,” 
Job xxxi. 28. ‘‘ The God most High, or Supreme,” 
Ps. lvi. 2; Acts xvi. 17, &c. &c. of whom Chrisé¢ 
is styled “‘ the Son,” both by Angels and Demons, 
Luke i, 32; Mark v. 7. surely intimate diversity 
of rank. And while we are bound to honour the 
Son, (and the Holy Ghost also) according as we 
honour the Lather,” Ps. 1. 23; John v. 23; still 
we are required to “ ascribe unto God the honour 
due unto hisname,” as “ the One God, and Father 
of All,” who ‘is above all, and through all, and in 
us all.” Ephes. iv. 6. And this honour the Son 
himself repeatedly gave him: “ Verily, verily, I 
say unto you, The Son is not able to do any thing 
of himself, except whatsoever he seeth the Father 
doing.” —“ £ can of mine own self do nothing.” 
John v. 19, 30. “* The Father is greater than I.” 
— John xiv. 28. “ The Father is greater than all.” 
John x. 29. ‘Tam going to ascend to my Father, 
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and your Father, and to my God, and your God.” 


John xx. 17. And even afier his ascension, when 
he was in the fullest possession of transcendant 
glory, and invested with ‘‘ the name above every 
name, (Phil. ui. 9.) “‘ King of Kings, and Lord of 
Lords,” (Rev. xix. 16.) he still called the Father, 
‘““my God,” four times in one sentence. Rev. iii. 
12. 

The Son, therefore, is sebordinate to the Father 
as touching his generation; and the Holy Ghost 
subordinate to the Father and to the Son, as touch- 
ing his procession from both. 

33. “ Equal to the Lather, as touching his 
Godhead ; and inferior to the Father, as touching 
his manhood.” 

This is unquestionably true, but it does not con- 
vey the whole truth: Christ is zxferior to the Fa- 
ther, as touching his filzation or sonship also, be- 
fore and after his manhood. And this clause, es- 
pecially, leads us to suspect, that Athanasius 
himself was not the author of this Creed, because 
he inculeates the superiority of the Father to the 
Son, even in his divine nature, by the foregoing 
illustrations, and most expressly by the following: 
STL, UNYN Tov ayatov emavtTwv esiv 6 Osos qoremos Se ox’ 
avre meoxeouevos 6 Yios. “ THE Gop is the foun- 
tain of all good things; the Son a river flowing 
from (or under) Him.” De Synod. Arim. et Sel, 
p. 920. 


Ty Saray reiads eis Eva, womep eis nogupny tix, tov Qeoy, 
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Tuy ONY TOY Bavrouparoea Acyw, cuyucdurarsoras KOs CUTS 
soda Tae avaynn. 

“‘ There is every necessity that the divine Trinity 
should be summed up and collected, as under one 
head, into THE Gop, I mean, the Omnipotent 
Ruler of the Universe*.’—De Synod. Niczt. 
p. 375. Cudworth, p. 616. 

If. This mysterious doctrine of the Trinity in 


Unity was not confined to the true Church of 


God, under the Patriarchal, Mosaical, and 
Christian dispensations, as we have seen. Re- 


% « As for that Creed, commonly called Athanasian, which 
was written a long time after, by some other hand ; since, at 


first, it derived all its authority either from the name of | 


Athanasius, to whom it was entituled, or else because it was 
supposed ta he an epitome or abridgment of his doctrine ; 
this, (as we conceive) is, therefore, to be interpreted accord- 
ing to the tenor of that doctrine contained in the genwne 
writings of Athanasius ; of whom we can think no otherwise, 
than as a person highly instrumental and serviceable to Di- 
vine ProvipeNce, for the preserving of the Christian 
Church ftom lapsing, by Arianism, into a kind of Paganic and 
Idolatrous Christianity, in religiously ‘worshipping of those 
which fthe Arwans| themselves concluded to be creatures ; 
and by means of whom, especially, the dogtrine of the Trinity, 
which before fluctuated in some loose uncertainty, came to 
be more punctually stated and settled.” Cudworth, p. 620, 

This honourable testimony to the orthedoxy of Athanasius, 
from one so profoundly conversant in his writings, and the 
best expositur any where, perhaps, to be found, of the Scrap- 
tural doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, is, I trust, sufficient to 
redeem his character from the imputation of bios jn or 
Latitudinarianism. 
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iarkable traces are to be found of it, throughout 
the Heathen world likewise, though sadly cor- 
rupted by the reveries of vain philosophy, which, 
along with the knowledge and worship of the one 
true God, associated the invention and worship of 
“Gods many, and Lords, or Mediators many.” 
1 Cor, vill, 5; 1 Tim. ii. 5; Rom. i, 25; 2 Kings 
| XVI. 29-—~-33. 


PAGAN TRINITIES. 


Tue Inpran.—In the Isle of Llephanta, near 
Bombay, there is a cave and temple, of great 
‘extent, and of the remotest antiquity. It is 
reckoned, by the Hindus, to have been the work 
of the gods. The whole of the colossal. statue, 
and of the spacious temple which contains it, is 
cut out of the solid rock of the mountain. It is 
one of the wonders of the world, and perhaps a 
grander effort of human labour and ingenuity than 
even the pyramids of Egypt. Like JdZithra’s 
mystic cave, among the primitive Persians, and 
the /ubyrinth of Egypt, which Herodotus admired 
still more than the pyramids, it probably was one 
of the earliest productious of the AZagian religion, 
diffused so widely throughout the east and west. 
~ From causes now unknown, the Hindus have 
-long ceased to worship at this temple, preferring 
the obscene and horrid abominations of Juggers 
naut, as practised at Orissa, and at Ishera, about 
eight miles from Calcutta. 

Dr, Buchanan, who has described both, in his 
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Christian Researches in India, visited this cave 
and temple in the year 1808, and saw, in the 
colossal statue, consisting of one body with three 
faces, each of them about five feet in length, the 
oldest representation of the Zrmmity im Unity, 
perhaps, in the whole world. ‘There are some 
other temples “ consecrated to this species of 
Trinity,’ as Dr. Buchanan observes, such as 
Perpenal, at Travancore, where the learned 
Indians still worship the Triune God. But at 
the temples of Juggernaut, in Orissa, and Ishera, 
the great resort of popular worship, there are 
three idols, Juggernaut, the Moloch of the 
present age, whose sacrifices of se/f-devoted vic- 
tims, are not less numerous than those recorded 
of that “ horrid king”? in Palestine. He is painted 
black. 'Two other idols accompany him of a white 
and yellow colour, namely, Boloram and Subudra, 
his brother and sister, who all sit on thrones nearly 
of equal height, and receive equal adoration from 
their infatuated votaries, in this “ valley of 
Hinnom,” the emblem of Hell (Gehenna.) See 
the Christian Researches, p. 21, 25, 244, &c. 
The Hindus held one God, whom they call 
Brahme, (the Creator,) evidently from the 
Hebrew, x12, Barah, or Brah, creavit. Not- 
withstanding, they represent him as subsisting m 
three persons, Brahma, Vishnu, and Seeva. 
And the figure of Brahma is represented in a 
sitting posture, with three hands, and three double 
faces, on one head, under a joint crown, sur- 
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rounded with a circular glory. Asiat. Research, 
vol. i, p. 243. .The learned Indians believe that 
his essence is infinitely removed from the com- 
prehension of any mind but his own. And they 
suppose him to manifest his power by the opera- 
tion of his Divine Spirit, whom they name Vishnu, 
(the Pervader) but when they view the Deity in 
the light of Changer of Forms, they call him 
Seeva, (the Destroyer) and also Hara (Master) 
Maha Deva, (great God) Iswara, Rudra, &c. 

Vishnu, the second person of their Trinity, is 
supposed to have been manifested in the flesh. 
Hence their mythological doctrine of the ten 
Avatars, descents, or special mterpositions of 
Providence. ‘The first of these Avatars is thus 
described by Jayaveda, the great lyric poet of 
India :— 

‘© Thou recoveredst the eda, (or Sacred Scrip- 
ture,) in the water of the Ocean of Destruction, 
placing it joyfully in the bosom of an ark, fabri- 
cated by thee, O Cesava, (long-haived,) assuming 
the form of a fish. Be victorious, O Heri, Lord 
of the Universe.” ‘This first Avatar, therefore, 
evidently began at the Deluge. 

In the eighth Avatar, Vishnu, or Cesava, as- 
sumed the human form of Chrishna, who, when 
a boy, slew the terrible serpent Calya, and a 
number of giants and demons, and afterwards 
returned to heaven. And in the temple of 
Elephanta there is a sculptured figure of Chrishna 
trampling on the Serpent. Here seems to be an 


¢ 270 ) 


evident reference to the primeval prophecy of the 
séed of the woman, destined to bruise the Serpent's 
head, in the person of Christ. Chrishna is wor- 
shipped even to this day; and the remains of his 
magnificent pagoda are still to be seen at Jathura. 
The sect of Hindus adore him with enthusiastic 
devotion; they say that he was distinct from all 
the Avatars, being the person of Vishnu himself, 
while the other Avatars had only an ansa, or 
portion of his divinity. How remarkably does 
this correspond to Christ, ‘ the Lord of all,” 
in whom ‘ dwelleth all the fulness of the God- 
head, bodily,” or substantially. Act x. 36; Col. 
i. 9. 

These three persons, Brahma, Vishnu, and 
Seeva, are supposed to be mystically represented 
by the three letters of the most sacred name, 
AUM ;3 or, as it is usually pronounced, Om, which 
signifies being or subsiance, and was applied, 
with some slight variation, to the SupPREME 
Brine, from the rising to the setting sun. dun, 
Aon, and On, in Palestine, and Egypt, (from 
the Hebrew TW, or 1%) Oy and Oy in Greece, 
¥n or Un, in China ; and Omh, in the ancient 
frish language. 

It is remarkable, that Brahme, when under- - 
stood of the Supreme Being, is in the neuter 
gender, resembling the zo & “as ro auro Theona 
of Scripture; but brahma, in the masculine, is 
considered as the first person of their Trinity, 
according to the AZanava Sastra : 

| 
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“ THAT WHICH ts, the invisible cause, eternal, 
self-existing, but unperceived, becoming inst ovine 
from neuter, is celebrated among all creatures by 
the name of Brahma.” And a sublime description 
is furnished by the Bhagavet, in the following 
“ scrupulously literal translation” of Sir Willian 
Jones, from the original Sanscrit : 

“ Een Iwas, even at first, not any othe® 

thing ; 

That which exists, unperceived, Supreme : 

Afterwards, 1 am THAT WHICH Is: 

And HE wHo Must REMAIN am J.” 

This bears a remarkable analogy to Rev. i. 
This article is collected from Sir Witian 
Jones’s curious Essay on the Gods of Italy, 
Greece, and India. Asiat. Researches, vol. i. pe 
242— 262. Buchanan's Christian Researches ia 
India, p. 244, &c. Second Edition. Carwithin’s 
View of the Brahminical Religion ; Bampton 
Lecture, p- 321; and Hales’s New A BS 
&c. vol. iii. p. 180, 505. 

2. Perstan Trinity. The primitive Magian 
Theology was simple and pure. The following 
sublime description of the Supreme Being was 
furnished by the first Zoroaster : 

“Tne Gop is [represented] having a hawk’s 
head. He is the jirst, incorruptible, eternal, 
unmade, indivisible, most unlike everr ‘y thing, 
the Leader (or Author) of all good, wihaikaiie 
the best of the good, the wisest of the wise: 
He is also the Father of equitable law and jJustwe, 
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self-taught, perfect, and the inventor of the 
natural Holy.” 

This admirable description of the attributes 
of the Detry, preserved by Husebius, Praepar. 
Evang. lib. 1, cap. ult. p. 42, (which may also be 
seen in Hales’s New Analysis, vol. III. p. 41, 
note,) is disgraced, however, by the Frontispiece, 
representing him with a Hawk's head! expressive 
in reality of his sharp-sightedness; with one 
glance viewing the whole creation throughout the 
universe. That Zoroaster, indeed, could have 
understood this /zterally, is impossible, because 
it would be utterly inconsistent with the spiritual 
attributes immediately following. This is, per- 
haps, the earliest instance on record, of symbolical 
representation blended with pure spiritual des- 
cription. And, in this respect, it is highly 
curious, as furnishing, perhaps, the first specimen 
of these Animal Hieroglyphics, attributed to the 
Deity so copiously in Egypt *, still to be found 
on their ancient monuments: which, when the 
recondite or mystical meaning came to be lost 
in process of time, produced all that grovelling 
polytheism and revolting zdolatry, which cor- 


* The Hawk was reckoned among the most sacred of the 
Egyptian animal Gods; and Herodotus informs us, : that 
whoever killed one, even involuntarily, was sure to be put 
to death. It was then reckoned an emblem of the Sun. 
Herod. B. II. cap. 65. At Syene, in Upper Egypt, the 
Supreme God, called Cneph, was worshipped under the 
figure of a dragon, or serpent, with a hawk’s head. 
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rupted the primitive Theology and Religion of - 

the Egyptians, Indians, Greeks, and Romaps. 

The primitive Magian 7: rinity consisted of 
Afithras, Oromasdes, and Ahrimén. The first, 
Mithras, signifying, “ Greatest” in the Persian 
language,. was the Supreme God, dwelling in 
Light inaccessible, whom they worshipped in the 
darkness of the cave. The second, was Oromas- 
des, “ Holy Lights,” or ‘* the Light? of the 
World ;—the third, Ahriman, “ foul or vile,” was 
the Devil, or principle of evil; whom they held 
to be independent of God, the uncreated principle 
of good, until the end of the world; when the 
good shall be assigned to its proper world, heaven ; 
and the evi/, to its world, hedl. This error of twa 
independent principles, God condescended to re- 
fute, by Zsaiah, in his famous prophecy respect: 
ing Cyrus, King of Persia. 

“Tam tHe Lop, and none else; beside me 
there is no Gop :—I form light, and create darh- 
ness; I make peace, and create evil. 1 vur 
Lorp do all these.” Isa. xlv. 5—7. ; 

From [bn Shakna we learn, that Zoroaster was 
not the author of this religion. He ascribes it to 

Kai-umarath, the illustrious founder of the Pish- 
dadian dynasty, B. C. 2190, and the contempo- 
rary of Terah, Abraham's father, in the ninth 
generation after the deluge. The purity of the 
patriarchal religion, in Arabia, is evinced at a 
still earlier period, in the immortal book of Job, 
who flourished in the seventh generation after the 
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deluge, about B. C. 2337. See the Articles of 
the Theology and Morality of Job, and of the 
Pishdadian Kings, and an Account of the primr 
tive Magian Religion, in Hales’s New Analysis, 
&c. vols. II. and II. 

3. Ecyprian Trinity. The Supreme Being, 
under the title of Aun, or On, was still worshipped 
in Egypt, in the time of the Patriarch Joseph, 
who was married to the daughter of Potipherah, 
the High Priest, B. C. 1872. Gen. xli. 45, 50. 
Though On was afterwards degraded to a title of 
the Sux. Their primitive Trinity consisted of 
Osiris, Isis, and Neith. The first person Osir-is, 
dropping the Greek termination, was probably 
derived from the Hebrew or Egyptian, Jo-sihor, 
or Jo-sihr, signifying “ Jove the black ;” for Sihor, 
or Sihr, was a title of the River Nile, in Scrip- 
ture, signifying dlack*, Josh. xii. 3; Jer. il. 18; 
the compound, corresponding to Zeus xeraswepns, 
Jove black-clouded,” in Homer, “ for clouds and 
darkness are round about him.” Ps. xcvil. 2. 
And the Egyptians held, that the first principle 
of all things was oxoros aywwsov, “* darkness unknow- 
able,” which is indirectly combated in Scripture : 
‘Gop is fight, and in him is no darkness at all.” 
1 John i. v. The Osiris and Isis of the Egyp- 
tians, were the Iswara and Isa of the Hindus. 

Isis, the supposed wife of Osiris, was most 


* lis sand was Ulack, Et viridem Zeyptum nigré fecundat 
Urend.—VIRGL 
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probably derived from the Hebrew isha, “woman,” 
applied to Eve, “ the mother* of all living.” 
Gen. ili. 20. And when Osiris was degraded 
into the Sun, Isis was turned into the earth, 
which receives her prolific powers from the 
Sun. | 
Neith, or “ Wisdom,” had a temple at Sais, 
in Lower Egypt, with this celebrated inscription ; 
resembling the Indian. 
Eyw EllAb MAY TO YEYOVOSy KHL OV, Kas EGOLAEVOY, 
Kas rov ov grewaoy wets rw Syvnr@ amenxaruev. 
“Tam aut that hath been, and is, and shall be: 
And my wail no mortal yet uncovered.” 
Hales’s New Analysis, vol. I1. p. 1229, 
This was that primeval Wispom personified, 
so finely described as the first born of the Father, 
in Proverbs. 
“ Tue Lorp got mez, the beginning of his way, 
Before his works of old. 
From eternity was I ordained, Srom first, 
Long before the earth. 
When as yet there were no depths [of the sea,] 
L was born: 
When as yet there were no fountains springing 
with water, 


* The Hoty Spirit, from the circumstance of “ brood- 
tng upon the face of the waters,” at the creation, Gen. i. 2. 
was early represented, as feminine; and styled Iinma, 
“Mother,” and Kypia, “ Lady,” by the Jewish Cabbalists ; 
as noticed before, from Origen. 
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Before the mountains were established, before 
the hills, 
Was I born.” Prov. viii. 22—25. 

_Curist, who was “ dorm unto us Wispom 
rrom Gon,” } Cor. i. 30, assumed the title of 
Wispom; compare Luke xi. 49, with Matt. xxiii. 
34; and declared that ‘‘ Wzspom shall be justified 
of all her Children,” Matt. xi. 19; Luke vii. 35. 
Hales's New Analysis, Vol: If. p. 399. 

But in process of time, as On and Osiris were 
degraded into the Sun; so Neth or Wisdom was 
degraded into the Serpent, Serapis, whose temple 
was the most magnificent in Leypt: and Serpent 
Worship became general from the rising to the 
setting Sun; gradually introduced by “ the Old 
Serpent, called the Devil and Satan, deceiving 
the whole world,” till the coming of Cunust. 
Rev. xu. 9. ; 

4, Grecian Trrinitres. The most ancient 
of their ‘Trinities was borrowed from the Lgyp- 
tian, consisting of Zeus, Juve; Anunrnp, Ceres ; 
and ASyvn, Wisdom or Pallas; the first cor- 
responding to Osiris, as we have seen; the second, 
Anunrnp, ‘ Mother-earth,” to Isis ; and ASam, 
to NaS, or NaSas, reversed, or read backwards; 
according to the ingenious conjecture of the learned 
Cudworth, p. 309—341. 

The worship of Neith, or Athene, the Goddess 
of Wisdom, was introduced from Sais, in Egypt, 
by Lrectheus, B. C. 1399, who built a temple te 
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tthe Goddess, in the Acropolis, or citadel. He 
also instituted the festival of Panathenea, and 
rites and mysteries of Ceres, at Eleusis, the most 
Sacred and venerable in all Greece; which was 
remotely derived from the feast of Tabernacles 
among the Israelites. See Hales’s New Analysis, 
vol. II. p. 1298, 1299, and Dissertation on the 
Hleusinian Mysteries, vol. U11. p. 177, &c. 

Hesiod and Homer were the grand corrupters 
of the primitive Grecian Theology, by their Gods 
many, and Lords many. 

The Orphie Trinity consisted of Phanes, 
Uranus, and Cronus. In his Mythology, an- 
terior to the Poetic, the supreme principle of 
Creation, was represented as threefold, Baan, ®us, 
Zn, “ Counsel, Light, Life.’ All these are 
remarkably introduced in Scripture. “ Light” 
and ‘‘ Life,” applied to Christ, John i, 4; and 
‘also ‘* Counsel,” Luke vii. 30, which is plainly 
Synonymous with Visdom, or the Oracle. 

The Platonic Trinity consisted of 1. & Tarng, 
‘THE Fatuer,” whom the Platonists reckoned 
Avro- Oy, -‘‘ Being ‘atself,” and ro aryatoy, “¢ the 
good,” in the neuter gender, like the Indians and 
Ligyptians ; 2 & Nes, ** the mind.” er 4 Aoyos, 
“* the Oracle, ” and 6 Anutspyos, “ the framer of 
the World,” whom they represented as inferior to 
the first; and 3. 4 duyn re nocus, “* the soud of the 
iVorld.” ; | 

The first, Plato called myn ins Bsornros, ** the 
fountain of the Godhead,” and vs HyEwov xas oiriv 
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navr@- marne, “ the Father of the Leader, and 
cause of all.’ And the Leader (Nagid) was a 
remarkable title of Christ in the Old Testament. 
1 Chron. v. 2; Micah v. 2; Daniel ix. 25; 
Matt. ii. 6. 

These three persons of Plato’s Trinity were not 
only eternal, but necessarily existing. For the 
first could not subsist without the second, which 
was called Avrocogie, “* Wisdom itself ;” nor the 
first and second without the third. He held that 
Nes est yevasns te wavtav oaria, “ Mind is cognate 
with the [first] cause of all things.” Which in 
the language of the Nicene Fathers, was expressed 
by, “ the Son was éucsn@, of the same substance 
with the Father,” and, therefore, not a creature. 
And this, was, indeed, the Athanasian doctrine, 
as expressed by Athanasius himself, a adi esw 6 
viG-, ex nv xhowa, a de uhowa ruyxaver, ax nv aoi@, 
“€ If the Son be eternal, he was no creature, but 
if he was a creature, he was no¢ eternal.” And 
this was his grand and decisive argument against 
Arius; who held that Christ had a beginning, 
nv wore ux nv “ Lhere was a time when he was 
not.” And, therefore, that he was guilty of 
idolatry, in worshipping a creature. 

The following judicious reflection on the supe- 
riority of the Christian Trinity above the Platonic, 
we owe to the Orthodox Cudworth. P. 560. 

«The Christian Trinity, though a mystery, 
is much more agreeable to Reason, than the 
Platonie or Pseudo-Platonic Trinity. For when 
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the Platonists and Pythagoreans interpret ther 
third God, or last hypostasis (or person of their 
Trinity, to be either the world { itself, ] or else 
Loxn eyxoom@y “a mundane soul,” such an imme- 
diate soul thereof, as together with the world iss 
body make up one animal (2wov eurvyov) and God; 
as there is plainly too great a leap here betwixt 
their second and third hypostasis, so do they 
debase the Deity therein too much, and confound 
God and the Creature together ; laying a founda- 
tion not only for Cosmo-latry, or Vorld idolatry 
ia general, but also for the grossest and most 
sottish of all idolatries, the worshipping ‘of’ the 
inanimate parts of the world themselves ; in pre- 
tence, js parts and members of this great AZun- 
dane Animal, and Sensible God.” 
‘* The world by wisdom knew not God.” 1 Cor. 
i, 2}. And the illustrious Apostle of the Gentiles, 
so conversant in their Theology, introduces his 
remarks on the superiority of the Christian, 
1 Cor. vil. 4—7, as we have seen No. 13, with 
the following fine reflection : 
[Human] Knowledge puffeth up; [ Divine] 
Love edifieth : 
Lf any one think that he knoweth any thing 
[of Gop, | 
He knoweth nothing yet, as he ought to know . 
But if any love Gov, the same [Gop] is 
known by him.” 1 Cor. viii. 1-—3. 
Pythagoras, Orpheus, and Plato, all travelled 
to Egypt and the East, in quest of hnowledge, 
3 
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and derived their Theology, with many variations 
and distoruons, ultimately from the Hebrew Serip- 
tures. Proclus, the Commentator of Plato, called 
it Oxoraoador@ Meoroyiz, EE Od Theology of Divine 
Tradition.” And the great superiority of the 
Hebrew and Chaldean Divines, especially Moses, 
the author of the Pentateuch, was freely acknow- 
ledged by their oldest Oracles and Poets. The 
Clarian Oracle, instituted about a century before 
the Zrojan war, bears the following honourable 
testimony to them. 

Mayor Xardaion coQiny Aaxov nd’ ap’ ‘EBpaior, 

Auroyevnroy Avaxra osBaConevs OHLON AYTON. 

“ JVisdom was allotted to the Chaldeans and 

Hebrews alone ; 
Worshipping the self-eristing. King, Gon 
HimsE.r.” 

And in the Orphic verses cited by Onomacri+ 
tus, the following is cited from the Books of 
Moses ; | 

Apxnv A¥YTO® exwy, ana nar Meoov mde Tercurny. 

€Os AoyS- Apyxaiov, ws “Yooyevns dieragey, 

Kx OEOOEN yupaios AaBwv xara dirrane Seopov. 

“ Gop Himsexr, having beginning, middle, 
and ending : asthe Ancients say, as the Vater- 
born [ Moses| prescribed; who received a double 
Tablet of Laws, from tuk Deity.” And the 
following genuine fragment of the Svdylline 
Oracles, is cited by Pausanias : | 

Zeus nv, Levs est, Levs ecoeva O§ weyahe Zev. 

“Jove was, Joveis; Jove will be: OGREaT 

Jove.” 


( 281 ) 


This title Zevs itself was ultimately derived from 
the Hebrew Janouy, signifying ‘ Unity.” 

The following is cited by Patritius from 
Damascius, 

Tlavri yap ev xooue Aqumer Toias, ns Movas apes. 

‘© In all the world shines a Zrinizy, of which 

One governs.” 

Josephus also acknowledged, that the wzsest ot 
the Greeks thought like the Jews concerning THE 
Deity; but dared not to publish the truth of 
their doctrine to the vulgar, prepossessed with 
other opinions. Contr. Apion. lib. uu. And so, 
indeed, said Plato himself: ‘‘ That as it was. 
hard to find out THE Maker AND FaTuHER or 
ALL, so was it dmpossible to speak of him to all 
persons.” Hence, he, and his Master, Socrates, 
the wisest of the Greeks, timidly acquiesced in 
the vulgar and fabulous Theology. Cudworth, 
p. 542. Hales’s New Analysis, vol. ili. p. 492, 

5. Tue Larin Trinity. ‘This consisted of 
Jove or Jupiter ; Juno matrona, or Cybele, the 
Mother of the Gods; and Pallas, the goddess of 
Wisdom, as intimated by an ancient Poet: 

Trina in Zarpeio fulgent consortTraA templo. 

‘© 4 Trinity of Gods shines in the Capitol.— 

-Cudworth, p. 450. 

And even the Indians in South America wor- 
shipped a God, whom they considered to be one i 
three, and three in one. | 

We may here trace, from the New Analysis, 
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&c. the progress of the corruption of the primitive 
Lheology and Worship. 

1. The Zabian Idolatry, or worship of the 
Heavenly Host, and the Elements of Nature, 
was first introduced into Chaldea, in the age of 
Nimrod, “‘ the Rebel,” about the fifth generation 
after the Deluge. He was the Bali, or Bala, 
the son of Ramah, of the Indians ; the Baal, of 
the Phenrcians ; the Bel, or Belus, af the Assy- 
rians and Greeks ; and was himself worshipped, 
under the name of Orion, ‘* the mighty hunter 
before the Lord,” in the constellation of that 
name, or Canis Major and Minor, supposed to 
have been translated to heaven, and there still 
pursuing his favourite game, Ursa Major and 
Mimor: and along with them, or before thei, 
the worship of the Sz and AZoon commenced. 

This Zabian idolatry, beginning in Chaldea, 
had reached Arabia, in Job’s time, about the 
seventh generation after the Deluge, who ex- 
pressed, in lively terms, his abhorrence of the 
adoration of the Sun and Moon: xxxi. 96-—98, 

“ If I beheld the light [of the Sun] when 

shining, 

Or the Afoon advancing in splendor, 

And my heart were enticed in secret, 

Or my hand kissed by my mouth; 

Even this would be a judicial crime, 

for I should have lied unto Gop ABOVE.” 
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And we learn, from Sir /Villiam Jones, that 
“the people of Yemen, (Arabia) very soon fell 
into the fatal error of adoring the Sun and the 
firmament ; for even the third in descent from 
Yoktan, [in the seventh generation after the 
Deluge] touk the surname of dbdu-Shams, ‘or 
“Servant of the Sun,” and his family, we are 
assured, paid particular honour to that luminary. 
Other tribes worshipped the planets and fit stars.” 
Asiat. Research. vol. ii, p. 9. This is a most 
curious coincidence of Sacred and Profane History 
and-Chronology. 

2. The next innovation and corruption of the 
Patriarchal Theology seems to have originated 
from the allegorizing genius of the agian and 
Egyptian. Priests, veiling the divine perfections 
and attributes under various animal types and 
reseinblances, as we have seen in Zoroaster’s re- 
presentation of the sharp-sightedness of the 
Deity, by a ‘* Hawk’s head.” And thus the 
SUPREME Spirit was degraded by allusions to 
Bulls, and Cows, and Calves; Dogs and Cats, 
Serpents and Crocodiles, Storks and Ichneumons, 
&c. and all the monstrous and revolting Polytheism 
of the Egyptians, Indians, Greeks, and Romans, 
framed at first allegorically, or -mystically, to 
cloak their Theology from the vulgar, or the 
uninitiated : but afterwards, when the meaning of 
the symbols was forgotten or lost, it degenerated 
into the most grovelling bestial worship. 

3. The third stage of innovation seems to have 
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been the deifying dead men, or the worship of 
Demi-gods and fTeroes. - This, though introduced 
later than the former, might have prevailed earlier, 
and spread more widely, from the adulation of 
their children or subjects; and it is represented 
by Sanchoniatho, as immediately succeeding the 
Zabian \dolatry, which seems to be confirmed 
also by the foregoing case of Nimrod. And, 
undoubtedly, Hestod'’s Gods of the Golden Age 
began with Sudurn, or Adam, as borrowed from 
the Lgyptian mythology. Saturn was also made 
the first God of the Si/ver Age, Noah; and his 
three sons, Jupiter, Neptune, and Pluto, were 
the representatives of Japheth, Shem, and Ham, 
in iZomer, and in the Old Egyptian Chronicle. — 
(See the authorities referred to, Hales’s New 
Analysis, vol. ii. pp. 495, 496. 

From this review, we seem to be fully warranted 
in maintaining, that “ the doctrine of the 7 runety 
in Unity was not only the doctrine of the Gospel, 
but also of the Law and the Prophets, and as old 
as the Creation,” subsisting among the oldest and 
most polished nations of antiquity, the Hebrews, 
Chaldeans, Persians, Indians, Egyptians, Greeks, 
and Latins; and on the other hand, Unitarianism, 
as professed by Mr. B., Dr. C., &c. an impious 
novelty, introduced by Heresy, against the A pos- 
tolic and Catholic Faith; and condemned as 
such, by the oldest and best-informed Fathers of 
the Church, as shewn in the foregoing Letter. 
And, in the language of the profoundly-learned 
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Cudworth, p. 560,‘ We shall conclude here, 
with confidence, that the Christian Trinity, though 
there be very much of mystery in it, yet is there 
nothing at all of plain contradiction to the un- 
doubted principles of human reason, that is, of 
impossibility, to be found therein': as the Atheists 
would pretend, who cry down all for nonsense and 
absolute impossibility, which their dull stupidity 
cannot reach to, or their znfatuated minds easily 
comprehend.” 

‘And it were to be wished that some Religion- 
ists and Trinitarians did not here symbolize too 
much with them, in affecting to represent the 
mystery of the Christian Trinity as a thing directly 
contradictious to all human reason and under- 
standing: and that, perhaps, out of design to 
make men surrender up themselves and consciences — 
in a blind and implicit faith, wholly to their 
guidance ; as also to debauch their understandings 
by this means, to the swallowing down other 
opinions of theirs, (Zransubstantiation, &c.) 
plainly repugnant to human faculties.” 
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LETTER XIV. 


Examination of the fundamental principles of Unttarianism.— 
Dr, C.’s argument on the first, fallacious and false —Vin- 
dication of Grotius from the imputation of Unitarianism.— 
Jesus Christ the proper object of religious worship, proved 
from the O/d and New Testament ;—2. from his Divine 
attributes ;—3. from his own acceptance of such, in several 
instances.—Wakefield’s admirable exposition of John xix. 
35.—4. Religious worship of the Holy Ghost —Jesus Christ 
worshipped by the Socinians.—LInconsistencies and contra- 
dictions of the Unitarian creed.—Grand error of the Uni- 


farian school. 


We now, and not till now, at length, are com- 
petent, from previous information, to enter upon the 
final examination of the fundamental principles of 
Unitarianism, as stated, from Dr. Carpenter, in 
the first Letter of this series. According to a cor- 
recter arrangement than his, the main questions in 
debate between us, are, 

I. Whether roe [ATHER BE THE ONLY TRUE 
Gop; 

IJ. Whether He br THE soLE ORIGINAL 
SOURCE OF GOsPEL BLEssinGs ; 

III. Whether HE BE THE ONLY PROPER OB- 
yecT oF Reticrous Worsuipr; 

Evclusively, or inclusively ? 
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I. Dr. Carpenter, who adopts the exclusive 
sense, has adroitly introduced his Scriptural proofs 
of his first assumption, in the motto of his title- 
page : 

“ This is life eternal, that they might know 
THEE THE ONLY TRUE Gop, and Jesus Christ 
whom thou hast sent.” John xvii. 3. 

“© But now, ye seek to kill me, a man that 
hath told you the truth, which I have heard of 
God.” John vili. 40. 

From the combined evidence of these texts, he 
infers, throughout the whole course of his work, 
that Jesus Christ, by his own confession, ac- 
knowledging the Iather to be “ the only true 
God,” and himself, “ aman,” was not truly and 
properly God. 

But the inference is fallacious and unfounded ; 
unwarranted by the texts themselves, which he 
handles deceitfully, and wrests from their true 
meaning; and contrary to the whole tenor of 
Scripture. 

I. Though Chris¢, in the latter text, styled 
himself ‘ a@ man’ to his adversaries, the Jews; he 
by no means represented himself as a mere man, 
and nothing more, as Dr. C. would have us to 
understand. 

The continuation of the sentence, which Dr. C. 
has unwarrantably and fraudulently suppressed, 
proves the reverse :—‘“ this did not Abraham.” 
Our Lord thus plainly representing himself as 
greater than Abraham, im deriving his doctrine 
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immediately from Gop himself; ‘ J speak that 
which L have seen with my Father (Gow:) but 
ye do that which ye have seen with your Father 
(the Devil ;) Verse 38, 44. And afterwards he 
declared, ‘‘ I proceeded and am come from God, 
(ex te Oc cénrSov xai juw.) For I came not of 
myself, but He sent me.” Verse 42. Here our 
Lord critically distinguishes between his proces- 
sion from the Father, and his coming in the flesh ; 
plainly alluding to prophecy foretelling the latter, 
in the same technical expression: ‘‘ Lo, Z am 
come, (mw) (in the volume of the book it is writ- 
ten of me,) to do thy will, O Gop,” [in the body 
which thou didst prepare for me.”] Heb. x. 5— 
10, referring to Ps. xl. 7, 8. And most explicitly 
does our Lord, at the conclusion of his discourse, 
assert his antecedent divinity, before Abraham, 
with the utmost solemnity: ‘ Verily, verily, I say 
unto you, Before Abraham was born, I am:” 
verse 58, thus assuming to himself the divine title, 
Museu, Exod. iii. 14; Ps. 1.21; as proved in 
the szvth letter of this series. So unfortunate, 
indeed, is Dr. C. in his reference to the latter 
text; (John viii. 40.) which properly explained, 
and. compared with the context, militates decidedly 
against his inference. 

2. Nor is he a whit more successful in his for- 
mer text: the. phrase “ the only true God,” (xo 
wovey arknSivoyv @eov,) cannot possibly be so applied to 
the Father, as to erclude the Son from being 
“true God” likewise, unless we suppose Scripture 

MOL kT, U 
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to contradict itself: for the same Apostle who 
records this conversation of Christ with his disci- 
ples, of which he was himself a hearer ; elsewhere 
asserts of Christ, 

“ For we know that the Son of God is come 
(jxe.) and hath given us understanding that we 
might know the true{God:] and we are in the 
true {God,]in [or by | his Son Jesus Christ. This 
is the true God, and eternal life.” 1 John v. 20. 

This important text obviously relates to the 
foregoing texts; to-Heb. x. 510, in the techni- 
cal term, jx«, intimating Christ’s coming in the 
body ; as paraphrased by the Latin Fathers, Hiz- 
larius Pictaciensis, Faustinus Presb. and Vigi- 
Hius,—** concarnatus, sive incarnatus est, sive 
carnem induit propter nos, et passus est, et re- 
surgens de mortuis assumpsit nos.” Griesbach, 
not.in loc. And it also relates to John xvii. 3. in 
the marked expressions, iva ywoxwuev——b arn%vos Oxos 
—and, 4 Cwn amvos, Common to both. And this 
analogy warrants us to fill up the elliptical expres- 
sions, as above, rov @anSwov [Qzov]—ev ro adnSiwy 
[©cw,] as suggested by the last fuller expression, 
6 adnSivos @eos; and supported by several manu- 
scripts, versions, and Fathers. See Griesbach. 

‘There is, however, an ambiguity in the passage, 
occasioned by the term éros, which may be con- 
nected either with the proximate antecedent, Invzse 
Nee; or with the remoter, aure. The former is 
the prevailing usage, as in John i. 6, 7; Matt. xxi. 
42> Mark vi.16; Acts x. 26, &c. and is accord- 
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ingly adapted here, by the generality of expositors, | 
who refer it to the Son; Glassius, Gomarus, 
Beza, Dodd, Doddridge, Pyle, Whitby, &c. 
But éros is sometimes referred to the remoter ante- 
cedent ; either where it is required by the context, 
or soi produce an obvious impropriety, if re- 
ferred to the nearer ; as in John i. 9; Acts iy. 11; 
vii. 19; viii. 26; 2 John 7*, Whence, Gro- 


* One of the most extraordinary and revolting instances 
of Unitarian sophistry, any where perhaps to be found, is 
furnished by Mr. Belsham, adducing the analogy of this text, 
to prove, that in 1 John v. 20, &res, should not be referred 
to the proximate antecedent Incx Xprx, but to the remote— 
Tov wandwov—the true God (the st ehhet ) Calm Enquiry, &c. 
ee 232, 253. 

* 2 John 7. “ Many deceivers are entered into the world, who 
confess not, that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. THis 
(éros) is a deceiver and Antichrist.” 

“‘ The pronoun, &re¢ ‘ this,’ (says he,) “ which usually 
belongs to the proximate, is to be connected with the remote 
and plural antecedent, because otherwise, it would be an 
argument to prove, that Jesus Christ was an impostor, and 
even Antichrist.” 

But the malgnity of this remark is only to be exceeded 
by the ignorance or unfairness of the proposer. 

“ Jesus Christ,” is Not the proximate antecedent, for he is 
introduced only incidentally ; the pronoun &ros here, is con- 
nected with that prime “ decetver” among the “ many,” who 
denies the incarnation of Christ. And this &rog is contrasted 
with another, afterwards ; ——-‘‘ He that abideth in the doc- 
trine of Christ’s [incarnation] Tu1s (#705) bath [or holdeth]} 
both the Father and the Son.” ver. 9. Whereas, the other is 
“the dar and Antichrist who denieth the Father and the Son.” 
1 John ii, 22. 
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teus*, Wetstein, LeClerc, Belsham, Carpenter, &c. 
attribute it, either to avre, or to the first antecedent, 
rov adnSwoy, Intimatinge the Father. But it appears 


* The learned Grotius, notwithstanding his bias towards 
Socinian expositions of Scripture, was by no means a Soc® 
num, and still less a Sabedlian: for, in his note on the cele- 
brated text, Rom. ix. 5. he marks plainly the contrast between 
the human and drvine nature of Curist, in his explanation of 
the expression, to xate capua-—Non secundum to Sesov quod 
in ipso, sed secundum ro avdpwaror Not according to his 
divinity which he had in himself, but according to his huma- 
nitye’ And he refers to Rom. i. 3. as a parallel text; and 
he thus deetares in his note on 1 Cor. x. 4. ‘* Gop is ealled 
* the rock,’ in the Old Testament; Curist, in the New.— 
This rock prefigured Cunrist. The Jews, indeed, understood 
this not; but we understand, to whom all these things were 
preparatory; the rock, when smitten, gave forth water; 
CurisT, when smitten to death, obtained the Spirit for his 
saints: by the water, Curist attended the Hebrews ; and by 
the Spirit, Curist is with us to the end of the world. Matt. 
xxviil. 20.” These refined allusions to John iit, 5, &c. 
plainly intimate his sentiments respecting the divinity of 
Christ, which he repeatedly asserted throughout his Commen- 
tary. Sce on Johni.1; &c. Add to this, his celebrated 
defence of the doctrine of Christ’s satisfaction, against the 
attacks of Sectmes ; concluding with this sublime invocation 
to Cunist and the Triniry: “ But indeed, it is not at all 
strange, if they, (the Socinians) who rob Christ of his natural 
glory, that is, the Deity of his true name, should also degrade 
his offices, and retuse to acknowledge his principal benefits :-— 
Fo tnzz, O Lory Jesus Curisr, as rrus Gop, as TRUE 
REDEEMER, as ruc priest, as true sacrifice for sins, with THE 
FaTwer and THE Spirit, WITH THER ONE Gon, BR 
HONOUR AND GLORY.” | 
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to be more properly referred to the Son, for the 
following reasons : 

1. If it be referred to the T’ather, it will produce 
an identical, or trifling proposition: ‘‘ This (the 
true God) is the trueGod:” whereas, * this (Jesus 
Christ) is the true God,” is not identical, or 
trifling. 

2. “ Eternal life,” before, in this very chapter, 
is thrice ascribed to the Son, as its immediate 
author ;——“‘ And this is the testimony, that God 
gave us eternal life; and this life is in his Son : 
He that hath the Son hath /ife ; he that hath not 
the Son hath not life: these things wrote I unto 
you that believe on the name of the Son of God ; 
that ye may know that ye have eternal life, and 
that ye may believe on the name of the Son of 
God.” 1 John v. 11--13. | 

3. Christ is likewise styled, § arxn%o@ “ the 
true,’ elsewhere: ‘“ And to the angel (or bishop) 
of the Church of Philadelphia write these things, 
saith the Holy one, the true,’ Rev. iii. 7 ; ‘‘ called, 
faithful and true,” Rev. xix. 11; but these attri- 
butes are unequivocally applied to ® Acy®@, the 
Oracle, or Christ, Rev. xix. 13, who was styled, 
‘“ life; Joha i. 4; and v. 26; and who styled 
himself, ‘‘ the way, the truth, and the life,” John 
xiv.6; and the “ giver of efernal life to his fol- 
lowers.” John xvii. 2. 

From this combination of evidence, we may thus 
paraphrase the former text, John xvii. 3. 

“ And this is (the way of attaining] eternel 
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life; that they might know thee, the only true 
God; and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent,” 
[the true God also, and eternal life.] 

And that Christ, indeed, meant to assert his own 
Godhead, in this very passage, is evident from the 
sequel of the discourse, in which he repeatedly 
intimates, ‘* the glory which he had with the 
Father, before the wor ip was,” verse 5; “ the 
love of the Father, which he had, or enjoyed, 
before the foundation of the world,” verse 24, 
thus maintaining his own eternal power, and God- 
head, equally with the Father. 

And this construction of the passage accords 
also with the doctrine of the Nicene Creed, which 
pronounces the Son, ‘‘ true God of true God ;” 
(or in the old English, “‘ Very God of very God ;”) 
and also with the interpretation of Athanasius, in 
his Synopsis. See Letter XII. 

It now remains to ascertain the meaning of the 
ferms, jovov, and rov arnSiwov @cov. 

1. The expression, “ the true God,” is evi- 
dently opposed to the false Gods of the Heathens ; 
in the next and concluding verse of the Epistle : 
“* Dear Children*, keep yourselves from idols, 
Amen.” ‘1 John v. 20. Compare 1 Thess. i. 9. 
And the following is the judicious remark of 
4Vatts, on this warning: “ It is very unlikely that 


* The diminutive, rexna, “ little children,” is frequently 
_ used as an expression of fondness. John xiii. 33; Gal. iv. 
9. 1 John ii. 11, 12, 13. 
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the Apostle John should conclude his Epistle with 
such a solemn charge against zdolatry, or the 
worshipping that which is no¢ God; and yet in the 
preceding verse, leave his expression concerning 
the true God, so easily and naturally to be inter- 
preted concerning Jesus Christ, if he were not the 
true God.” Christian Doctrine of the Trinity, 
Watts’s Works, vol. v. p. 19. 

2. The term po®, ‘ only, or alone,” is fre- 
quently considered synonymous with sis, ‘* one,” 
and they are used indiscriminately. Thus is 
Suvaret aQievar apuptias, a un sis 6 Oc 5 Mark il. 7 : 
is expressed, ris Sovarar aQievar duaptias, es un pov § 
©:6.; Luke v. 21; and both are correctly ren- 
dered, in the authorized translation; “ Who can 
forgive sins but only God,—or God alone?” And 
the parallel passage, sdas ayadSG@, a un sis 5 Oc@, 
Matt. xix. 17, is expressed by Justin Jartyr, 
wdeis aya a pn wovG 6 Oc@. Apol. prim. p. 63. 
And both should be likewise rendered, ‘‘ There js 
none good, but God only,—or God alone*.” In 
these cases, 5, and uo@, though adjectives of 
the masculine gender agreeing with ©<@, are used 
adverbially for ovo, as ex’ pT W (LOVE, nf by bread 
alone.” Matt. iv. 4.—Ey Aoyw Lovov, fF in word only. i 
1 Thess. i. 5. See Jones's Catholic Doctrine of 


* The authorized Translation, therefore, has mistranslated 
the former passage, Matt. xix. 17. ‘‘ There is none good, 
but one, [that is] God.” The literal translation is, “ there is 
none good, but the one God,”==not one person, but one God, 
including the Trinity. 
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the Trinity, p.19. And accordingly, the following 
interpretation of John xvii. 3, is given by the 
Apostolical Father Jenatius, speaking of Jesus : 
Tois eZoxeihaowy E15 wonuseiay, TOV EVE HH [LOVOY @ANSivOY cov, 
HATAYYELNVTA, Toy ExUTH MATEOK ‘* To those that had 
deviated into Polytheism, he announced the one 
and only true God, his Father.” Epist. ad Alag- 
nesios. And hence we are warranted to conclude, 
that as, cis § @<@, includes the.Son, and the floly 
Spirit, along with the Father ; (see Letter XIII.) 
so does, wove 6 O:@, the parallel phrase. And 
this is the received interpretation of the text, by 
the most learned and respectable Trinitarians, 
both ancient and modern, whom I have consulted 
thereon. 

We may further observe, that the attribute of 
knowledge seems to be confined to each, of the 
three Persons, in the following texts: 

Matt. xxiv. 36. “ Of that day and hour 
knoweth no one, neither the angels of heaven, but 
my Hather only.”—“ Neither the angels in hea- 
ven, nor the Son, but the Father.” Mark xiii. 32, 

Rev. xix. 12. The Son hath “ a name written, 
which no one knoweth but himself.” 

L Gor xii dai Ehe things of God knoweth 
“m0 one, but the Spirit of God.” 

The Socinian and Sabellian schools contend, that 
the knowledge, in the first instance, is confined to 
the Father, exclusive of the Son: if they be con- 
sistent, must they not maintain, that the knowledge 
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ef the Son, in the second instance, is exclusive of 
the Lather ? | 3 

In the third instance, the knowledge seems to be 
contined to the Spirit of God or the Holy Spirit : 
and yet in the following, it is evidently shared with 
the Father and with the Son, Matt. xi. 27. ** No 
one zxtimately knaweth (emywaonn) the Son, but 
the Father ; neither intimately knoweth any one 
the Father, but the Son.’—“ No one knoweth 
who the Son is, but the Father ; and who the Iu- 
ther is, but the Son.” Luke x. 22. 

3. Although these observations may well be 
deemed sufficient to overturn the erclusive inter- 
pretation of the text, confining the expression, 
“ the only true God” to the Hather ; yet there is 
another common acceptation of the term, ov, 
that may appropriate the phrase to the lather ; 
and yet znclude the Godhead of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost, too. 

The terms ov@. and «is, are further frequently 
understood, both in the sacred and vrofane classics, 
to denote “‘ excellent,” “ pre-eminent,” “ extraor- 
dinary,” “ singular,” &c. 

{ shall notice a few instances of profane classic 
writers, from the selection in Hales’s New Ana- 
lysis, &c. vol. i. p. 855, taken from the copious 
collection of examples, in Wetstein, N. T. Note 
on John xvii. 3. 

1. Egepovro 


meos Tov Mapxsoy, Eva sparnryoy xask Wovoy 


MOK OVTA EXUTWY YVIVWOKELY EXELVOV AEYOYTES. 


«They burst forth into praises of JZarcus Co 
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riolanus, saying, that they acknowledged him for 
ile sole general, and only ruler.” Plutarch, 
Coriolanus. 

2. Tov Anunrpiov of ASmvain edeyoyro mD0Y OpX,HiLE~ 
Vor, Mas EmadovTes ws Ein wovG- Me@ adrnIw@,, of de addAoi 


KATEVOSOLV, N AMOONABGLV, % BX ELoL' yevyovws Oe cin ex TTooet- 
dav@- xa AQoodirns. 

“ The Athenians received Demetrius with 
songs and dances, celebrating him as their only 
true God; while the rest were either sleeping or 
travelling, or not in being: and that he was the 
son of Neptune and Venus.” Demochares apud 
Athen. vi. 253. 

3. An Deus immensi venias maris, ac tua naute 

Numina so/a colant. 
‘“‘ Or whether thou comest as a God of the 
imsmense ocean, 
And sailors worship thy divinity alone.” 
Virg. Georg. i. 30. 

Where Servius, the grammarian, explains sola, 
by “‘ magna, precipua, id est, supra alios deos 
Marinos.” 

Of these three instances, the second is precisely 
m point, furnishing the very same phrase, used in 
the same sense, as opposed to their other false 
Gods ; whom it describes exactly in the language 
of Elijah the prophet, when mocking the priests 
of Baal, and saying to them, “ Cry aloud, for he 
is aGod: either he is talking, or he is pursuing, 
or he is journeying, or peradventure he is sleeping, 
‘and must be awakened.” ] Kings xvii. 27. While 
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the blasphemous adulation of the Athenians, in 
styling Demetrius, their “ only true God,” did not 
intimate the erclusion of their other Gods, (espe- 
cially his supposed parents, Nepiune and Venus ;) 
but only his pre-eminence above them, as prime 
tutelar God, and protecter. 

And in this same popular sense of pre-eminence, 
or precedence of rank or order, the terms pov® 
and «is appear to be appropriated to the Father, in 
several other parallel passages of Scripture *: 


* Of these important texts, the appropriation of the first, 
porn coPw Oew to the Father, in Rom. xvi. 27, is evident, from 
the adjunct da Ince Xgisex. The same also appears in Jude 25, 
from its relation to Ocw warps, verse 1. The third, roy povov 
dsomotny Qsov, Jude 4, is rightly applied to the Father, not- 
withstanding its seeming deviation from Mr. Sharp's rule in 
the omission of rov, before Kupiov nw Incwv Xpisov, required, 
by that rule, to mark the distinction of persons; for 1. as 
Wetstein more skilfully notes, the article tov, ‘which is ex- 
pressed, relates to dscxoryy, not to @ew; the construction 
being Gcov tov povor decwerny, nas Inox XeisovKuproy nuwy, in which, 
©rov, and Incev Xpisov, are both anarthrous: and this con- 
struction he ably proves from Josephus—@cov d& poroy nysioSas 
decmorny, * To reckon God, the only sovereign,” Bell. Jud. vii. 
10,1. 2. Tie same phrase is found in Justin Martyr: 
REUTy Ouve pss, METS TOy WAT EK TAHYTOY KOE Sororny OT Hd viog 
@ Aeyos ess. “* The first power, after God the Father of all, 
and Sovereign, is the Son the Oracle.” Apol.2. And again, 
‘7 OVOAATOS TR WATPOS Tuy bAwy xa, OforOTE Orv, nas TH TWTNLOS 
nywv Ince Xeise, xas TIvevparos aysx. “* In the name of Gon 
the Father of all and Sovereign, and of Jesus CHRIsT our 
Saviour, and of the Hoty Guosrt,” Apol. i. §. 79. In all 
these cases, the appropriation of the phrase to the Father is 
manifest, in exact conformity with Sfarp’s rule; for, O¢#— 
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Mow copy Ow, ‘‘ The only wise God ;” Rom. xvi. 
Qi; Jude 25 3 ddeis ayaS@ a un is 6 Oc@, “the only 
good God,” Matt. xix. 173 xrov povov Aesmorny @eoy, 
“the only sovereign God,” Jude 4; 5 wanagi® xa 
pov Avyasns, ““ the blessed and only potentate ;” 
0 ov enw astavacay, ‘ who only hath immortality.” 
WF iwaavield ib 6; 

Irom the association of these luminous texts, 
we learn that THE Laruer is pre-eminently the 
fountain of all ‘* truth, wisdom, goodness, sove- 
reignty, power, and zmmortality ;” while from the 
whole tenor of Scripture it likewise appears, that 
these perfections are equally possessed by THE 
Son or His Love, Col. i. 13; and by Tue 
Spirit oF Truru, which proceedeth from rue 
Parner. John xv. 26. And such was the pri- 
mitive doctrine of the Church in that admirable 
hymn, Gloria in excelsis Deo, which forms the 
conclusion of our communion service. 

Lv pov, w Xeise, wera Uvevpar@ aus, ev dozen cs te 
Tare@ trhis® a. 

“ Thou only, O Curist, with tut Horry 
Gost, art most high in the glory of Gov THE 
FaTHeR., Amen.” 

Hence, we may collect the heinousness and 
enormity of the crime of infidelity, or denial of 


Inoe Xeise—Tlvevparos aye, are all anarthrous, or unaccom- 
panied by the article. These instances appear to be decisive 
to vindicate the Grammatical Construction, here adopted, of 
Jude 4, by the authorised translation; and to refute Whitby, 
Sharp, Middleton, 3c. in their interpretation of the passages 


— 
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the divinity of Jesus as THE TRUE Gop; because 
it involves the crime of atheism also, denying 
Gop’s Oracles, and making him out “a liar,” by 
disbelieving the testimony he hath given so abun- 
dantly of a1s Son. 1 John ii. 29; v. 10; Jude 4, 
&e.* It is also downrivht rebellion against Gop 
himself; upon the same principle, that He formerly 
considered the Jsraelites’ rejection of Samuel the 
prophet for their Judve, as in fact a rejection of 
the Theocracy, or God’s providential government 
of their nation; because Samuel was chosen and 
appointed by God, as their chief magistrate. 

‘“ They have not rejected thee, but they have 
rejected Me, that I should not reign over them.” 
1 Sam. vill. 7. 

This furnishes, surely, a most awful subject of 
consideration to Deists in general, and to Sabellian 
Unitarians in particular; who seem indeed to be 
pitiable objects of our blessed Lord’s prayer and 
apology on the Cross, for “‘ crucifying him afresh, 
and putting him to open shame’—“ net knowing 
the Scriptures, nor the power of Gon ;” 

— PatHer forgive them; for they know not 
what they do /” 

IH. Tue Faruer is unquestionably ruz sore 
ORIGINAL SOURCE OF GOSPEL BLESSINGS, but 
not exclusively, as insmuated by Dr. C. pervert- 
ing the meaning of sole, as we have seen. All 


* From these three texts, in the original, Caius, the Roman 
presbyter, A. D. 212, evidently formed the concise phrase, 
Tns apynowes amosnotas, §* the God-denying apostacy,” adopted 
in the motto of this work. 


( 302 ) 


Gospel blessings, indeed, proceed from, and are’ 
conferred by the Trrniry in Uniry, as abun- 
tantly proved in the preceding Letters. To enlarge, 
therefore, upon this head, would be superfluous. 

III. From these two heads, naturally and ne- 
cessarily follows the third, that the Triniry IN 
Uniry 18 THE PROPER OBJECT OF RELIGIOUS 
WORSHIP; not THE FATHER evelusively, as in- 
sinuated by Dr. C. further perverting the meaning 
of only. And this, we have seen, was the primi- 
tive doctrine and usage of the Church, from the 
Apostolic age, and of our truly Evangelical [n- 
éurgy, foliowing the established Forms of Prayer, 
handed down by uninterrupted tradition, both in’ 
the Eastern and Western Churches. 

But as ReLicious WorsuiP is a question of 
paramount and vital importance, not merely specu- 
lative but practical; involving either the guilt and 
punishment of apostacy and rebellion on the one 
hand, if withheld from, or denied to its PROPER 
opyecr ; or of zdolatry on the other, if offered to 
an improper object ; I shall examine the Scrip- 
tural grounds for addressing religious worship to 
the Son and Hoty Guosr, conjointly with THE 
FATHER. 

The grand foundation of invocation, or prayer, 
is the belief and persuasion of the omnipresence 
of roe Derry: ‘ O Thou that hearest prayer, 
unto thee shall all flesh come!” Ps. xv. 2. But 
the Son and the Hoty Guest, as jointly possess- 
ing the attribute of immensity, (shewn in Let- 
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ter XIII.) or pervading all space, equally 
with the FaTHeR, are equally objects of invoca- 
tion, or prayer. And numerous are the intima- 
tions and instances of religious worship and prayer 
directed to Curistr, both in the Old and New 
‘Testaments: 
“ Serve rue Lorp with fear, 
And rejoice in him with trembling: 
Kiss THE Son [also] lest he be angry, 
And [so] ve perish from the way [of life! 
If his wrath be kindled, even a little ; 
Blessed are all that trust in Him.” 
Ps, ii. 11, 12. 
To “ kiss” or ‘ reverence THE SON OF Gop,” 
Matt. xxi. 27, implies religious homage, 1 Kings 
x1x. 18, espeeially when connected with “ serving 
THE Loxp.” The danger of provoking Him, by 
the omission, to the loss of e¢ernal life, is next 
intimated ; for “ our God is a consuming fire” to 
apostate Christians as well as Jews, Heb. xii. 29; 
Ps.1. 3; Deut. iv. 24; while a blessing is pro- 
mised to all that ¢rust in Him; to which our 
Lord himself evidently alludes. ‘‘ Ye believe, (or 
trust) in Gon, believe (or trust) also in mE: In 
mY Farner’s house (heaven) are many mansions 
[for my disciples, | John xiv. 1—14. 
The universal worship of CArvis¢ is foretold, in 
the following magnificent terms: 
“ All Kings shall fall down before Him, 
‘All nations shall do him service.— 
Prayer also shall be made unto Him continually, 
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Aud He shall be praised daily, 

{lis NAME shall endure for ever, 

iiis NAME shall continue as long as the Sun, 

All nations shall call Him BiEsseD.” 

: Ps) ixxim 11 
~The nature of this service is clearly explained 

by the Evangelical prophet, /saiah : 

‘“ Look unto ME, and be saved, all ye ends of 

the earth, 

For J am Gop, and there is none else. 

By MysevrF have I sworn; the righteous decree 

Ts gone out of my mouth, it shall not be revoked, 

That wxto ME shall every knee bow, 

Shall every tongue swear.” 

| Isa. xiv. 22, 23. 

The Chaldee paraphrase understands. this noble 
prophecy of the Mimra pa Janon, “ THE 
ORACLE OF THE Lorp.” It opens with a fine 
allusion to our suffering Saviour on the Cross, 
the true antitype of the brazen Serpent in the 
Wilderness set up upon a pole, for the relief of the 
serpent-bitten Israelites, who looked thereon with 
an eye of faith, and were healed; which type our 
Lord applied to himself, John i. 14, 15 ; vin. 28 ; 
xii. 32. And the fulfilment of the decree is also 
expressiy applied to Curist, in the magnificent 
interpretation of St. Paul : 

‘Wherefore, Gop also transcendanily exalted 

him, (enegubwoe) 
And gave him THE NAME above every namé ; 
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That at the name of Jesus, every knee shall bow, 

Of celestial, terrestrial, and infernal beings, 

And every tongue profess that Jesus Curist 
is Lorp, 

To Gop THE Faruer’s glory.” 

Phil. 1, 9—11. 

And his former title, ‘‘ THe OracLe or Gop,” 
was now exchanged for the new name, KiNG or 
Kines, and Lorp or Lorps.” Rev. xix. 12 
—16. 

2. The following sublime description of the 
Messtau, in the character of the righteous 
JupGeE of all the earth. Gen. xvili. 25, is fur- 
nislied by Asaph, in the fiftieth Psalm. 

1. “© Toe Gop or Gops, tue Lorp hath 

spoken, . 
And called the earth [to judgment] 
From the rising of the Sun, unto its setting, 

2. From Sion the perfection of beauty, hath 

Gop shined. 
Our Gop shall come, and shall not be silent, 
A fire shall consume betore Him, 
And a mighty tempest shall be raised around 
Him. 
4. He shall summon the heavens from above, 
And the earth, to judge his people. 

5. Gather unto me my Saints, 

Who have confirmed my Covenant with sa- 
crifice. 

6. The Heavens shall declare his justice, 

For Gop uImMsEtFisJuncr. Selah, 

VOL. Il. x 
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7. Hear, O my people, and I will speak, 
Even I, O Israel, will testify against thee, 
I am Gon, even ruy Gop. 
8. L will not reprove thee for thy sacrifices, 
For thy burnt offerirgs are continually be= 
fore me— 

14. Offer unto Gop thanksgiving, 

And pay thy vows unto THE Most Hreu,. 
¥5. And call upon me in the day of trouble ; 
f witl deliver thee, and thou shalt glorify me. 

16. But unto the wicked shall Gop say, 

What vight hast thou to declare my statutes, 
And to take my covenant in thy mouth ? 

17. Since thou hast hated instruction, 

And cast my words behind thee (with con- 
tempt)— 

22, Oh consider this, ye that forget Gon, 

Lest £ destroy you, and none can deliver. 

&3. Whoso offereth praise, honoureth mz, 

And to him that ordereth his way [aright]. 
_ Will I shew the salvation of Gov.” 

See our blessed Lord’s application of this pro- 
phetic Psalm to himself throughout, in his vindi- 
cation to the unbelieving Jews, John v. 18—29, 
explained in the foregoing Sirth Letter. 

3. The last qualification of our Lorp Jesus 
Curist to judge all mankind, and to-receive 
their prayers, supplications, and thanksgivings, 
equally. and conjointly with raz Parner, is that 
of searching the hearts, and knowing all things. 
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“J, rue Lorn, search the heart, I try thé 
reins ; even to give every man according to his 
ways, and according to the fruit of his works.” 
Jer. xvii. 10. 

And our Lorp uses precisely the same language 
in the Apocalypse, when addressing the Seven 
Churches of Asia minor. ‘ I know thy works 
and all the Churches shalt know, that £ am he 
who search reins and hearts; and I will give 
unto every one of you, according to your works.” 
Rev. ii. 18—@3. | 

And, accordingly, we find numerous instances of 
the exercise of this prerogative by our Lord in the 
Gospels, in the case of Nathanael, John i. 46— 
50, in the case of Judas Iscariot, John vi. 44; 
in the case of the Samaritan Woman, John iv. 29; 
in divining the thoughts and doubts of his disciples, 
John xvi. 30. And at the election of Matthias 
in the room of Judas Iscariot, the Apostles in- 
voked him to direct the lots, under the title of 
Kupie, xaediayvese revrov—-“ Lorp, thou searcher of 
the hearts of all”—Acts 1.24. And to Him they 
commended the e/ders ordained m the several 
Churches. Acts xiv. 23%. 


* St. John has madé a solemn and sublime appeal to 
Curist as the Searcher of hearts, to vouch the truth of his 
testimony to the important fact of the Roman soldier piercing 
with a spear the side of JEsus on the cross; John xix. 35. 
thus more critically rendered by Wakefield, judiciously cor- 
recting the ambiguity of the received translation: “ And he 
who saw this, (6 fwexxws) beareth testimony of it, that ye may 
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Prayer to Christ, therefore, as our present 
Lorn, and our future Jupar, is prescribed by 
the most cogent and imperious motives, both of 
duty and interest. 

And Curist himself readily and actually ac- 
cepted such worship as plainly appeared to be re- 
ligious ; while he stedfastly rejected all czvil 
homage. 

The cases in which religious worship and prayer 
were unequivocally offered to him, are numerous : 
——of the man born blind, John ix. 38; of Zhomas, 


believe: and this testimony of his zs true, and Jesus HIM- 
SELF (uaxew@-) knoweth that he speaketh truth.” 

In his note, Wakefield remarks, “ I have put the Auperbaton 
(or parenthesis) of this verse into order: and I understand 
Jesus by xaxew@, [referring to verse 33, where his name is 
imentioned.] Our Evangelist makes a solemn appeal to his 
Master, for the truth of this most curious and important fact ; 
which he thought worthy of mentioning with particular dis- 
tinction also in his Epistles. 1 John v. 5—8. 

May this honest confession of a “ strenuous Unitarian” of 
the Socinian school, but not a Sabellian, atone for, or cover a 
niultitude of sins of negligence, ignorance, and prejudice, in 


his Translation of the New Testament! We are now, at 
length, competent to judge why the editors of the Unztarian 
Version of the N. T. rejected the translation of this “ eminent 
scholar,” as they term him, which they had, at first, intended 
to republish, or make the basis of their own. ‘* Even 
Wakefield, was not heterodox enough for their purpose.” —This 
masterly attestation to the divinity of Curist, implied in 
his omniscience, was an instance of ‘* accuracy” in his transla- 
tion, that overset their heresy.—Therefore they wilfully re- 
' jected itz——“ they found it impracticable to make use of his 
translation,” as they themselves coufess. Intreduction, p. ill. 
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John xx, 28; at his Ascension into heaven, Luke 
xxiv. 51, 52; at the Martyrdom of Stephen, Acts 
vii. 59, 60; at the Conversion of St. Pawl, Acts 
ix. 10, 11; for the removal of St. Paul’s thorn in 
the flesh, 2 Cor. xii. 8, 9. These remarkable 
cases are so clear and express, as to elude all the 
sophistry of Dr. Carpenter and the Unitarian 
school, to invalidate them. And they are crowned 
by that sublime and magnificent description of the 
worship of the Lams, in the Apocalypse, by the 
Spiritual Church, Rev. v. 8—10; concluding 
with the joint worship of Gop and Tur Lams, 
by the surrounding hosts of Angels, verse 11—14. 
Fulfilling the commandment, both of the Old and 
New Testament : 

“LET ALL THEANGELS OF Gop worsuip Him.” 
Ps. xcviil. 7; Heb. i. 6. 

Prayer to the Hoty Guost, also, appears to 
have taken place in the case of Simeon, Luke ii. 
26—30; at the appointment of Saal and Barna- 
bas to the Gentile mission, Acts xili. 1—4; at the 
first Council of Jerusalem, Acts xv. 28 *. 

IV. Indeed, so express and irresistible is the 
Scriptura’ evidence, in favour of the religious 


* The Apostolical benediction, 2 Cor. xiii. 14, is in fact, a 
prayer to the Trinrry ; for the blessings to be derived from 
‘“‘ the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ,” as the meritorious 
cause ; from “ the dove of God,” as the impulsive cause; and 
from “ the fellowship of the Holy Ghost,” as the instrumental 
cause. See Bisse’s Beauty of Holiness, in the Common Prayer. 
p. 86. 
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worship of Curist, that Socinus and his immer 
diate followers, (who were possessed of much 
more learning and candour, than their successors, 
the Sabellian Unitarians,) without hesitation, 
adopted and prescribed it. | 

Socinus, Comment. in 1 John vy. 11, vol. i. 
p. 246. Inde necessario consequitur, et cultus 
divini exhibitio, et agnitio potestatis implorandi 
rpstus JEsuU opem in iis omnibus, ut habeatur 
ratio cures ac gubernationis predicte, quam Jesus 
suorum fidelium’ habet; sine qua exhibitione ef 
agnitione, certum est, neminem vel dignum quidem 
esse qui CURISTIANUS appelletur. 

“ Thence necessarily follows, both the offering 
of divine worship, and the acknowledgment of the 
privilege g sranted us of imploring | the aid of JESUS 
CHRIST HIMSELF, in all those circumstances which 
have a relation to that fore-mentioned care and go- 
vernment which Jesus exercises over his faithful 
people; without which offering and acknowledg- 

ment if is certain, that no one is even worthy ta 
be ee 4 CHRISTIAN *.” 

. Wo olzogenius, Comment. in Matt. xxvii. 18, 

“e mortem et resurrectionem suam, omen po- 
festatem in celo et in terra, 1. €. illimitatum reg- 


* « CyRISTIANS,” observes the acute Leslie, “* are go 
called from tax Gop they worship. And therefore, they who 
think Christ not to be God, nor worship him, as such, with 
divine honour, cannot in any propriety of speech, be called 
Christians.’ —Archdeacon Daubeny’s Charge, June, 1815, 
». 85, a : eee a Ny 
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mum atque Imperium super omnes creaturas in 
coelo et-in terra existentes.——Quapropter, etiam 
Ipsr, summo jure, debetur cu/tus, non modo ado- 
yationis, sed etiam invocationis, in rebus omnibus 
que ad nostrum sive temporale, sive sempiternum 
donum spectant. 

“ Cunist by his death and resurrection acquired 
“all authority in heaven and in earth,” i. e. un- 
limited government and dominion over all creatures, 
in heaven and in earth. -Wherefore, to Him 
also is most justly due worship, not only of adora- 
tion, but also of ¢vocation in all things that re- 
late either to our temporal or eternal welfare.” 

And in his Catech. Eccles. Polon. Sect. IV. 
MWVolzogenius declares, Curistus ad dextram Dei 
in celts collocatus, (Ps. cx. 1;) etiam ab Angelis 
adorandus est, (Ps. xcvii. 7;) omnem in colo et in 
terra potestatem accepit, (Matt. xxviii. 18;) et 
omnia, Deo excepto, ejus pedibus sunt subjecta. 
(1 Cor. xv. 25——97.) | 

‘“ Curist being seated in the heavens at the 
right hand of God, (Ps. cx. 1.) is to be adored 
even by Angels, (Ps. xcvii. 7;) He received all 
authority in heaven and in earth (Matt. xxviii. 


18,) and, Gop excepted, all things are put under ° 


his feet, (1 Cor. xv. 25—27.)” 

3. Crellius, on 1 Thess. iii. 11. “ Now, Gon 
himseif, even our Fatuer, and our Lorp Jesus 
Crist, direct our journey toward you,” exhibits 
the following critical, and jndicious note. Insigne, 
ut cure et providentie circa nos, Demins Jese 


\ 
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argumentum, ita invocationis eyus exemplum. Vo- 
tum enim ejusmodi, quod eum a quo aliquid voveo 
audire sum persuasus, precationis vim habet; atque 
adeo ipsa, licet indirecta, precatzo est. 

‘This passage, as it is a remarkable proof of 
tHE Lorp Jxsu’s care and providence over us; 
so it is an example of invocation to him. For a 
wish of that nature, which, I am persuaded, is 
heard by Him from whom I wish something, has 
the force of a prayer; and, therefore, though in- 
directly, is a prayer itself. 

4. And Melancthon, that wisest and best of 
the Reformers, after predicting the disputes and 
the disturbances that would, sonie time or other, 
arise about the Trinity, adds; “ I take refuge 
in these plain declarations of Scripture, which 
enjoin prayer to Curist: which is, to ascribe the 
proper honour of Divinity to him; and is full of 
consolation.” Letter to Camerarius, A.D. 15382. 

Passing strange to tell, these very declarations 
ot Socinus, Wolzogenius, Crellius, and the judi- 
cious Melancthon, are all furnished by the MJinis- 
ter of Esser Street Chapel, Thomas Belsham !!! in 
his Calm Enquiry into the Scripture Doctrine of: 
the Person of Jesus Christ, pp. 478, 317, 376. 
Who blind, notwithstanding, to their accumulated 
evidence, asserts, with Dr. Price, (Sermon, p. 146,) 
that ‘* there is nothing in Athanasianism itself 
more evtravagant, than this doctrine of Socznus 
and his followers, and that ‘it not only renders 
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the Scriptures unintelligible, but Christianity it- 
self incredible.” P. 317. 

Infinitely more evtravagant and incredible is 
the doctrine of Dr. Carpenter, Mr. Belskam, and 
the modern Unitarian school, in setting up a mere 
man, (as they hold Jesus Christ,) to judge the 
world, (upon the authority of Scripture, <Acts 
‘xvii. 31;) as noticed in the foregoing Fourth Let- 
ter. The glaring absurdity of the supposition is 
admirably, though inconsistently, exposed by 
Belsham himself, in the following cogent re- 
marks: —~ | 

“ Consider whether stich an elevation of a mere 
man is credible, or even possible? Can it be be- 
lieved that a mere man could be advanced at once 
so high as to be above angels, and to be qualified 
to rule and judge the world? Does not this con- 
tradict all we see or can conceive of the order. of 
God’s works? Do not all beings rise gradually ; 
one acquisition laying the foundation of another, 
and preparing for higher acquisitions? What 

would you think, were you told, that a child just 
born, instead of growing like ail other human 
creatures, had started at once to complete man- 
hood, and the government of an empire? ‘This is 
nothing to the fact | am considering.” P. 317. 
Nothing, indeed, to the stupendous ‘‘advance- 
ment of a human being to the government of the 
whole created universe, and exalting him above all 
the supposed orders of the celestial hierarchy.” 
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P. 480". This, surely, far surpasses the Popistz 
doctrine of transubstantiation, in absurdity ; that, 
indeed, only transforms the elements of bread and 
reine, tnto flesk and blood;—but this metamer- 
phoses a mere man, ‘* not fifty years old,” into the 
Sovereign Judge of quick and dead, from the crea- 
zion, to the end of the world!!! 
Indeed, the Unitarian Creed abounds in glaring 
sueonsistencies and contradictions, throughout. 
. The ‘* proper €/nizarians” profess to be bap= 
tized in, or into, the name of THE FATHER and of 


# Ts it possible, (we may well ask,) that Mr. B. can be 
serious.in his professed belief of the judicial authority of Jesus 
Christ 2? These cogeng remarks decidedly militate against it ; 
and still further his conjectural interpretation of Acts xvii. $1, 
* That when Christ is represented as appointed by God to 
judge the world, nothing more may be intended by this language, 
but that the final states of all and every individual of man- 
kind, suall be awarded agreeably to the declarations of the 
Gospel [which he taught.] And therefore, that Cérist is but 
FIGURATIVELY a judge; as he is but FIGURATIVELY @ 
lawgiver ; FIGURATIVELY a priest ; FIGURATIVELY a con- 
queror and a king. Calm Enquiry, &c, p. 345, 346.—And 
io countenance this interpretation, he wrests our Lord’s des 
claration, John xii. 47, 48, which may-fairly be explained. 
thus: “ If any man hear my words, and believe not, J 
judge him not [now,] for I caine not [in the flesh] to judge the 
world, but to save the world.» He that rejecteth me, and re- 
ceiveth not my words, hath that which judgeth him: the 
doctrine which I have delivered (3 rvyG- oy ekwarnow) the same 


shall judge for convict] him,. at the last day,” [when I shal 
Judge the world in rightequsness. | 
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THE SON, and of the Hoty Guost; yet they re- 
duce these three distinct persons to one divine 
person ; peremptorily denying the divinity of the 
Son, and the personality of the Hoty Guosr; 
degrading the second, into a mere man, the son of 
Joseph and Agary, and annihilating the third; in 
perfect unison with the ancient Mpicuregns and 
Sadducees, and modern Deists and ALahometans. 

2. The “‘ proper Unitarians” profess to acknow-> 
ledge “ the grace of our Lorp Jesus Curist, the 
love of Gop, and the fellows/ip of the Hoty 
Guost;” yet they disclaim prayer to Curist, as 
the disposer of grace, or spiritual favour, by virtue 
of the plenary authority given him in heaven and 
earth; and with all the self-sufficiency of the 
Pharisees and $toics of old, they, most ungrate- 
fully, deny that highest grace, of the redemption 
and salvation of mankind, by the atonement and 
mediation of our blessed Lord and Saviour; while 
they equally deny and reject the regenerating and 
sanctifying influence of the Hoty Guosr, that 
§* other advocate” of the faithful, both with rng 
Farner, and with the world ; and they ridicule 
the existence of the Devil, that most subtle and 
dangerous spiritual enemy of man, whom they re- 
duce to an allegorical being, or a mere non-entity. 
And while they profess to reverence the Holy 
Scriptures, they deny their inspiration; and they 
scruple not ‘ to methodize them according to their 
own private fancies,” ‘‘ wise in their own eyes, and 
prudent in their own sight.” 
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3. The grand error of the Unitarian scheme, 
and the rock, indeed, upon which they split, and 
make shipwreck of their Faith in Curist, is their 
hardy rejection of all mysteries* in religion; idly 
presuming to fathom the depths of Divine Revela- 
tion by the scanty plummet of human reason, 
which they exalt into a goddess or idol of their 
own creation; refusing to admit any doctrine or 
any fact, which they cannot clearly and fully com- 
prehend: but, forgetting all the while, that the 
word of God, like bis works, abounds in mysteries, 
“hard to be understood,” and ‘ hard to be in- 
terpreted,” even by the most learned, and the most 


® Mr. Belsham thus states it. ‘ The Unitarian doctrine, 
my Lord, has no mysteries. It is a plain, simple, rational 
doctrine, obvious to the meanest understanding. The mys- 
sterics of the Trinity, of the Incarnation, of the Alonement, 
and the like, are’to us as unmeaning and as incredible as the 
mystery of Transubstantiation or the sacrifice of the mass.”— 
Letters to the Bishop of London, p. 61.—But, as Dr. Young, 
in his Sermons, vol. II. p. 78. truly and acutely observes, 
* Socinians have not purged mystery out of the Scripture, 
they have only changed its place: they have taken mystery 
out of the ductrine of Scripture, where it was venerable, and 
worthy of the majesty of God; and have placed it in the 
phrase of Scripture, where it is opprobrious, and repugnant 
to God’s sincerity.”—“ In truth,” adds Dean Magee, *‘ they 
have had a pleasure, at all times, in making mystertes, in 
whatever 1s in its own nature wnmysterious, such as reason and 
language ; but in that which must be mysterious to man, as 
being placed beyond his comprehension, namely the Divine 
NATURE, they will not allow any mystery; not even on the 
testimony ef Gop himself! Postscript, p. 202. 
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enlightened scholars and divines; which, “ the 
egnorant and unstable, tossed to and fro with 
every blast of doctrine, wrest to their own, and 
their hearers’ destruction.” 

How finely is such folly and presumption ex~ 
posed by St. Paud in the case of the heathen phi- 
fosophers of old: 

Dacnovres eva coQor, ELUCAVINCAY » 

“ Professing to be wise, they were infatuated,” 
or, “ they were rendered fools ;” which is closer 
than “ they became fools.” Rom. i. 92. For 
when they rejected the legitimate means of infor- 
mation and grace afforded them, and “ followed 
their own imaginations,” “ Gop gave them up to 
an undiscerning mind,” (adoxmov vev.) Rom. i. 28. 
“ Always learning and never able to come to in- 
timate knowledge (exvwow) of tHE Trurs.” 
2 Tim. iii. 7“ For Gop resisteth the proud, but 
giveth grace to the humble.” James iv. 6; 1 Pet. 
v. 5; John ix. 39—4A1. 

“ O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom 

and knowledye of Gov! 

How unsearchable His judements, and untrace- 

able His ways / ee 

For who hath known the mind of the Lord? 

Or who hath been His counsellor 2” Rom. xi. 

33, S34. 

None, surely, but the “ wonder rfué Counsellor,” 
Isa. j ix. 6.—“ The Oracrz,” or Evpositor of his 
will to mankind, ‘‘ the onLY BEGOTTEN Son oF 
Gop;” John i. 1—18. And rue Spirir og 
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Frurn likewise; for rue Sprit searcheth alt 
things, even the depths of Gov.” 1 Cor. ii, 10. 

‘© He that winnetly souls is wise.” Prov. xi. 50. 

May this labour of love, begun, continued, and 
ended, with the most earnest, fervent, and anxious 
wishes to promote the conversion of Unitarians, 
and to confirm the faith of Trinitarians, contribute 
to these most desirable and salutary ends, with the 
Divine aid and ee > without which, all human 
efforts are vain*. And may both the fZeterodor 
and the Orthodox be duly mindful of the following 
awakening declarations, and tremendous warnings 
of Scripture, respecting THE Son and the HoLy 
GHost : 

“ Whosoever shall break one of these leasé 
commandments, and shall teach men so, he shalt 
be called the least in the kingdom of heaven: but 
whosoever shall do, and teach [them, | the same 
shall be called great in the kingdom heaven.” 
Matt. v. 19. 

‘© Whosoever shall confess mE before men, him 
will I confess also before my Father which is in 
heaven; but whosoever shall deny me before men, 
him will I also deny before my Father which is in 
heaven.” Matt. x. 32, 33. 

‘© Whosoever shall be ashamed of ME and of my 
words, in this adulterous and wicked generation, of , 
kim also shall the Son or Man be ashamed, when 


®* «JT (Paul) planted, Apollos watered, but Gop gave the 
increase.” 1 Cor. iii. 6, 
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he cometh in his own and his Father's glory, with 
the holy angels.” Mark viii. 38; Luke ix. 26. 

““ Whosoever speaketh a word against ruz Son 
or Maw [unwittingly*] it shall be forgiven him: 
but whosoever speaketh [blasphemy] against the 
Hoty Guosr, it shall not be forgiven him, neither 
in this world, nor in the world to come,” Matt. xii. 
31, 32. “Grieve not the Hoty Sprrir er Gop, 
whereby ye are sealed unto the day of redemption.” 
Ephes. iv. 30. 

‘* Quench not THE Spirir.” 1 Thess. v. 19. 

May we, finally, without presumption, be per- 
mitted to adopt, and transfer to our Nutionail 
Churches, the sublime and patriotic benediction to 
“© the Seven Churches,’ in the name of THE 
Trinity. ‘ Grace be unto you, and peace from 
Hat who zs, and who was, and who is to come: 
and from THE SEVEN Spirits +, who are before 


* Luke xxiii. 345 Acts iii. i173 1 Cor. ii. 83 1 Tim, i. 13. 
+ It is evident from the context, that the SEVEN SPIRITS 
_ here occupy the place of the Hoxy Spirit, in the baptismal 
form, Matt. xxviii. 193; and in the apostolic benediction, 2 
Cor. xiii, 14, But how they correspond in nature, is a my s- 
tery too profound for mortals to explore. It may not, how- 
ever, be deemed too adventurous, to attempt to trace some 
Scriptural analogies on the subject. They are called “ tue 
SEVEN SPIRITS OF GoD,” held by Curist, Rey. iii. 1. the 
SEVEN LAMPS OF FIRE before the throne of Gev,” Rev. iv. 
5; “THE SEVEN EYES OF THE LAMB, sent forth into alf 
the earth.” Rev. v. 6.—In these figurative passages, may 
there not be some allusion to the magnificent description of 
the pleniéude of spiritual gifts conferred ou the Mxsstan, in 
] 
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Fhs throne ; and from Jesus Curtst, the faith- 
ful witness ; the first begotten of the dead ; and 
the Ruler of the kings of the earth: to Him, 
who loved us, and washed us from our sins, in 
his own blood, and made us royal priests*, To 
His Gop anno Faruery: be the glory and 
the dominion, for evermore. Amen. Rev.i. 4—6. 
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Isaiah?“ And rue Spirit of tHe Lorp shall rest upox 
Him, the spirit of Wispom, and UNDERSTANDING, the spirit 
of CounsEL and Fortirune, the spirit of the KNOWLEDGE 
and FEAR of TuE Lorp.” Isa. xi. 2. And these sEVEN 
SPIRITS may, perhaps, likewise correspond to the ELECT 
ANGELs in St. Paul’s solemn adjuration to Timothy: “1 
charge thee before Gop, and the Lorp Jesus Curist, and 
the ELECT ANGELS,” &c. 1 Tim. v. 21. 

Further than this, I know not—TI dare not proceed.— 

* “ A royal priesthood.” 1 Pet. ii. 9. 

+ “ T ascend tomy FatHer and your Father, and to M¥ 
Gop, and your God.” John xx. 17.—Our Lord thus plainly: 
_ discriminating his Aigher relation to God, from our relation 
to God. 
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“¢ THE testimony of Jesus is the spirit of 
prophecy” —“ To Him give all the prophets 
witness.” 

For the sake of Biblical Students, the leading 
prophecies and allusions to CHRIST, in the OLpb 
TESTAMENT, expressly cited, either as predic- 
tions fulfilled in Him, or applied, by way of 
accommodation to Him, in the New Testament; 
are here collected into one point of view; from 
The New Analysis of Chronology. Vol. Il. p. 
1574. 


I. SERIES. 
I. The seed of § Gen. ii. 15; Gal. iv. 4; 1 Tim. ii. 


the woman. 153 Rev. xu. 5. 


Psal. xxn. 10; xxxv. 14; Ixix. 8; 
Ixxxv1. 16; cxvi. 16; Proy. xxx. 19 : 
Isa. vii. 14; xlix. 1; Micah v. 3; 
Jer. xxxi. 22 ;———- Matt. i. 28; Luke 
1.20.0 00+ 


AI. Bern of 
the Virgin. 


Die .OF Se ee 

bly Ry yy en, 1x. 26. 

IV. Ofth 

i 4 eye lil. 18 ;-——@ Cor. x1. 225 Phil. 
ill; 5. 


of the He- 


brews. 
TOL, I, Y 


_. XI. His pas- 
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WS OF the Beeld Gen. xi. ie xvill. 165 xxii. 183;—— 
of Abrah nate 1; John vii. 56; Acts iit. 
am. 


a XV. 193 xxl. 123; xxvl. 45;-——— 


VI. Of the li 
eet Rom. ix. 7; Gal. iv. 23--28; Heb. 


of Isaac. sp ie 
Numb. xxiv. 7—17; Ps, cxxv. 4, 
VII. Of J : 
i acop &c. Isa. xli. 8; xlix.6; Jer. xiv. 8; 
or Israel. 


Luke 1, 68; 11. 30; Acts xxvill. 
20. 

VIII. Of the ( Gen. ek 10; 1 Chron. v, 2; Micah 

sebgt lt Matt. u. 6; Heb. vii. 14; 


ie BIE 

2 Sam. vi. 12—15; 1 Chron. xvi. il 
—14; Ps. Ixxxix. 4—386; cxxxil. 10 
—17; 2 Chron. vi. 42; Isa. ix. 4; 
S007: flv) SEY Soe penigied, eg 


ret) Xxvill. 4—14; Exod. iv. 22; 
f2 


TROP ake 


house of Da-2 : 
“7 af Amos ix. 14;——Matt. 1. 1; Luke 
he | i. 69; u. 4; John vii. 42; Acts i. 
| (8052 xn 283 .Rom, 1,8 >'@ Tier 


8; Rev. xxii. 16. 

x. Born ee v. 2; Matt. n. 6; Luke 11. 
Bethlehem. 0 14; John vii. 42. 

Gen. i. 15; Ps. xxi. 1—185 xxxi. 
1S; lxxxix. 388—45; Isa. lin. 1—19; 
Dan. 1x. 26; Zech. xin. 6)°7; 
Matt. xxvi. 31; Luke xxiv. 26; John 
1,29; Acts vil, S2—35 5; xxvi. 23; 
Wisd. it. 12—20. 

Numb. xxi..9; Ps. xvi. 10; xxii. 16; 
xxx 22% xlixvelSs” Isa. lite ess 

SLL His death Dan. ix. 26; John ni. 143 viii. 
on the cross. 28, -32'; xil. 92,.33 9 Nrattceex. 9% 

xxvL 2; 1 Cor.. xv..8; Col.iv™d 5 
Phil. i. 8. | 


sion, or suf: 


JSerings. 
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AML. HisEn- (Isa. lit. 9;——~Matt. xxvi. 12; Mark 


tombmentand< xiv. 83; John xii. 7; xix. 40; 1 Cor. 
_embalmment. xv. 4. 
XIV. His Be. xvi. 10; xvi. 15.3) xlix. 15 5 Uxxiil. 
E 24; Jonah i. 17; Matt. xii. 40; 
pao? xvi. 4; xxvil. 63; John ii. 19; Acts 
the 3d day. te i. 27,31; xin. 35,; 3 Cor. xv. 4: 
a viit. 5, 63. xlvn.-5 3 Ixviii. 18; cx. 
Acts i. 113 ii. 33; John xx. 
; Ephes. iv. 8—10; Heb. i. 3; ii. 
i Res, sa bao 


XVI. His fe xP TOS 1xi, ; Jer. xxiii. 5, 6; 


XV. Mis as- 


cension into 


FHleaven. 


Hos. iii. 5 wiih. 3; Haggaiii.7; 
Dan. vii. 13, 14; Matt. xxiv. 3— 
30°; xxVil O45 Fenn v.25; Heb. ix. 
95,28; Rev. xx. 4; xxii. 20. 


cond appear- 


ance at the 
Regenera- 
tion. 


XVII. Hislast( Ps. |. 16; Job xix. 25—29; Ecel. 

appearance § xn. 14: Dan. xii. 2,3; Ezek. xxxvii. 

1—10; Matt. xxv. 31—46; John 

a thc gt i, v. 28-30; Acts xvii, 31; xxiv. 25 : 
the world. Rev. xx. ll—=15. 


IT. SERIES. 


(25am. vii. 14; 1 Chron. xvii. 1 BOS Se 
. 73 Ixxii. 1; Prov. xxx. 40; Dan. 
1. 25; Mark i. 1; Luke i. B53 
Matt. iii, 175 xvii. 53 John i, 34— 


i. THE Son 
or Gop. +. 
50; m1. 16—-18; xx. 31; Heb. i. | 


—5 ; Rom. i. 4; 1 John iv. 14; Rev. 
CT OaKS. 6: 
Ps. vil. 4, 5; Dan. vii. 13; John 
{I. Tue sow 1525 Ui. 13)° vy 27 ; Matt. Xv1. 13; 
oF MAN. ? xxvl. 64; Heb. ii. 7; Rev. i. 33 
xiv. 14, 
¥ Q 
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Deut. xxxii. 8; Ps. xvi. 105 Ixxxix: 
II. THE Ho- 19; Isa. x. 173 xxix. 23; xhx. 7; 
LY ONE, or Hos. xi. 9; Hab. i. 19; ii. 3; 


THE ee Mark i. 24; Luke i. 35; iv. 34; 


1 John ii. 20. 
IV 
oh es OF > Dan. ix. 24. 
SAINTS. 
Zech. ix. 9; Jer. xxiii. 5; Isa. xli. 2; 
Ps..xxx1v. 19.91: Luke i. 17; 


e THE J T ne ] . 
\ ee Matt. xxvii. 19. 24; Luke xxiil. 47; 
ONE, or THE Ze - - 
Acts mi, 14; vil 52; xxii. 14; 
RIGHTEOUS. 


1 John 1. 1, 29; Jam. v.6; Wisd. 
| ii, 1221. 
VI. THe wis- ¢ Prov. vill. 22—30; Matt. xi. 19; 
DOMOFGoD. Luke x1. 49; 1 Cor, 1. 3. 


(Gen. xv. eo 1 Sam. iii. 1—@1. 
2 Sam. vi. 4; 1 Kings xvii. 9—18; 
‘Ps, xxxin. 6; Isa. xl. 8; Micah iv, 

4 26 Bervixxin Ss John 1. 1—14; 

m1. 34; Luke i. 2; Heb. xi. 3; iy, 

12; 1 Pet. i. 23; 2 Pet. iii, 5; 

Lie Reavixin e135: 

Job xix. 25275; Gen. xviii. 16; Ps, 
xix. 14; Isa. =a 14; xliv. 63; xvi. 
4; lix. 20; Ixn. 113 Ixii. 1; Jer. 1 
34 5 Matt. He 21; Johni. 3b: 5 dv. 
42; Luke ii. 11; Acts v. 31 ; Rom, 
x1. 26; Rev. v, 9. 

ai ae oe pay 83 dsa. Fi Pip John i. 

9; Acts vill. 32—355 ; 1 Pet. i. 19; 
LAMB OF Rev. xiii. 8; xv.3; xxi. 22; xxii. 
Gon. a 15 Ay 3.5g ala Rl ce 


VII. THE 
ORACLE OF 
 vHE Lorp, 
or OF Gop. 


VITT. THE 
REDEEMER, 
or SAVIOUR. 
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TERCESSOR, Luke xxiii. 34; 1 Tim. ii. 53 
or ADVo- Heb. ix. 15; 1 John iiv1; Rev. y, 9. 
CATE. 


X. THE Mz- 
DIATOR, iQue xxxill, 23; Isa. lili. 12; lix, 16; 


THE i an xv. 24; Luke iv. 18; John ix. 7% 


xvil. 3; xx. 21; Heb. iii. 1; 


XI. SHILOH, Gen. xlix. 10; Exod. iv. 13; Matt. 
en ae 


’ 
PRigst Iv. 145 v. 103 1x. 11. 
“XIII. Tur 


Deiit: xvit..15-——19;-—" | ake xxiv. 19; 
PROPHET 


& Mark vi. 15; John i. 17—21; vi. 
14; Acts iii. 23. 


XII. Tue 
Wrap ‘ cx. 4; Isa. lix. 16 ;——Heb. lil. 1 


LIKE 
Mosxs. 


Josh. v. 14; 1 Chron. v. 2; Isa. lv. 4; 
Micah. v. 2; Dan. ix. Po: Matt. 
ii. 6; Heb. ii. 10. 


LEADER, or 
CHIEF 
CAPTAIN. 


XIV. Tur 


xvi. 11 ; Ixxii. 
MESSIAH, 1; Ixxxix. 38; Isa. Ixi. 1; Dan. ix. 
CHRIST, or 


26; Matt. ii, @—4; xvi, 16; 

KING OF L. . 

Werte Luke xxiii. 2; John i. 41—50; vi. 
69; Acts iv. 26, 27; x. 38. 


1 Sam. i. 10; 2 Sam. vii. 12; 1 Chron. 
XV. Tue il 5 Psy. 23 xlv. ic 6 li 


XVI. THE 
Gop oF Is- 
RAEL, 


Judg. xi. 23; 1 Sam. vy. 11; 1 Chron. 
xvi. 24; Ps. xli. 13; Isa. xlv. Ss 
Ezek. viii. 4; 
37; John xx. 28. 


Exod. xxiv. 10, 11; Josh.< vii. 19; 
. Matt. xv. 31; xxiq, 


’ 
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XVII. THE i" r . 
Lorp, or 2 Sam. vii. 26; 1 Crop. XVI. 24; Ps. 
usin ES RD xxiv. 10; Isa. vi. 1\—5,; Mal. 1. 14; 

oF Hosts. —Rom. x. 19+ Phil. 11. 9—11. 


XVIIL Kine { Ps. Ixxxix. 275 ex. 1; Dan. vil. 13, 
or KINGS, 145 Matt. xxviii. 18; John ii. 
and LorD ) 353 xii. 3; I Cor. xv. 255 Eph. 1. 
or LORDS. 20—22; Col. iii. 1; Rev. xix. 10. 


Of these two series, the first describes CHRIST 
‘n his human nature, as the proper SEED OF THE 
Woman, foretold in the grand Charter of our 
Redemption, Gen. iii. 15; His pedigree, from 
Abraham to David ; His sufferings, and His 
glory. The second series describes His character 
and offices. 

This sublime, magnificent, and stupendous 
chain of prophecies reaching from Genesis. to 
Revelation ; vevealed in divers degrees of clear- 
ness, and sundry ways or modes, to mankind, 
(Heb. i. 1.) were all together fulfilled, through 
every link of the chain, in Jesus or NAZARETH ; 
and all together, in no other person that ever 
appeared upon earth: demonstrating, by a cloud 
of witnesses, that it was “ He of whom JZoses and 
the prophets did write ;” and that we Christians, 
“ have not followed cunningly devised fables,” 
but rely on “ many infallible proofs,” in holding 
Jesus Curist for our Lorp AND oUR Gop. 


ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS. 


ADDITION to the note, p. 133. 

“ At Calcutta.’ In the text however, the Bishop is not 
ranked among the zmpugners of the disputed clause; be- 
cause he has powerfully supported the seventh verse, from 
the critical evidence of the eighth, Gr. Art. p. 634—637. 
And at the end of his elaborate note, he speaks thus doubé- 
fully of the controversy: ‘“* On the whole, 1 am led to 
suspect, that though so much labour and critical acuteness 
have been bestowed upon these celebrated verses, more is 
yet to be done before the mystery in which they are involved, 
can be wholly developed.” P. 653. 

P. 167. note, 1. 8. addition. 

* Diligentie emulus ;?? which he published in 1572, at 
the early age of 44 years,—for he was born in 1528, and 
died in 1598.—See the last note, &c. 

P. 172. 1. 6. * Joun Wiciirre §.’? Additional note. 

§ The illustrious John Wicliffe, the harbinger of the Refor- 
mation in England, was born in Yorkshire, A.D. 1234. 
He was a learned Doctor, and Professor of divinity in the 
University of Oxford. In the year 1360, animated by the 
example of Richard Fitz Ralph, Archbishop of Armagh in. 
Ireland, he boldly defended the statutes and privileges of the 
University, against the mendicant Friars, who claimed an 
exemption therefrom, alledging that they were under the 
immediate jurisdiction of the Pope. And in his Treatise on 
able beggary, he exposed their scandalous irregularities ; 
and at length he attacked the pontifical power itself; and the 
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errors and the corruptions of the Church of Rome, both in 
his sermons and in his writings. He exhorted the laity to 
study the Scriptures ; and translated the Bible into English, 
in order to render the perusal of it more universal. 

Wicliffe maintained, 1. That the Scripture was the only 
rule of Faith and practice; 2. That the worst Heresy con- 
sisted in a bad life; 3. He denied the doctrine of Transub- 
stantiation, or the real presence; 4. He maintained that the 
Pope was Anti-Christ, and the Church of Rome the Syna- 
gogue of Satan ; 5. He denied the Supremacy of the See or 
Church of Rome; 6. He maintained that the Church was 
dependent upon the State, and ought to be reformed 
thereby; 7. He concluded that the Clergy ought not te 
possess estates; 8. He denied the merit of Monastic vows, 
and condemned the celibacy of the Clergy ; 9. He main- 
tained that the degging Friars were a general nuisance, 
and ought not to be supported; 10. That the numerous 
Ceremonies of the Church were prejudicial to true piety, 

1, He condemned the Sanctuaries for Criminals, to skreen 
them from the civil jurisdiction; and 12. The scandalous 
traffic of Indulgences for Crimes. | 

Such were the leading doctrines of Wicliffe, which drew 
down on him a train of persecutions during his life, from the 
Pope and his adherents in England. And the virulence and 
uncharitableness of his enemies pursued and persecuted him 
after his death in 1384. The Council of Constance in A.D. 
1415, condemned his doctrines as false, erroneous, and 
heretical ; and by their decree A.D. 1428, his bones were 
taken out of his grave, 44 years after his interment, burnt, 
and the ashes cast into an adjoining brook, called Sw/t, 
‘© which,” says the historian Daniel, “‘ carrying them into the 
sea, was a presage of the spreading of his doctrine into all the 
world? 

Wicliffe appears to be honoured with the notice of pre- 
phecy, both in the Old and New Testament. The prophet 
Daniel records, a “ season of purification in the Church, 
1290 days, after the datly sacrifice shall be taken away and 
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the abomination of desolation set up.’’ Dan xii. 10, 11. But 
“ the daily sacrifice was taken away,’’ and “ the abomination 
of desolation,” or the Roman idolatrous ensigns, ‘‘ set up,”’ 
at the destruction of the temple and city of Jerusalem by 
Titus, A.D. 70; from which time, counting forwards, 1290 
prophetic days, or years, we get A.D. 1360, the precise 
year, as we see, when Wicliffe first began to preach against 
the errors and corruptions of the Church of Rome. 

Again, he appears to be recorded in the Apocalypse, as 
che first of the three Angels of the Reformation; who is 
thus described, Rev. xiv. 6,7. ‘‘ And I saw another Angel, 
(different from the celestial choir, who sung “ the new song” 
of the Lamb. Rev. xiv. 3.) flying in mid-heaven, having the 
everlasting Gospel to preach to the dwellers upon the earth, 
even every nation, and tribe, and tongue, and people; say- 
ng with a loud voice, ‘* Fear ye God, and give Him glory, 
for the hour of his judgment is come 3 and worship Him who 
made the heaven, and the earth, and sea, and water-springs.’” 

Nothing can be more characteristic of Wicliffe, who by 
his vernacular translation of the Bible, A.D. 1380, first 
made as it were a republication of the primitive Gospel, 
which heretofore had been locked up, or “ sealed,” from 
the vulgar of every nation, by the spiritual tyranny of the 
See of Rome; wishing to rivet her chains by the ignorance. 
‘of her votaries. He also warned the Western world against 
her reigning superstitions and idolatries, “ worshipping the 
Creation more than the Creator.’? While, by a usual anti- 
cipation in Scripture, God’s impending “ judgments” are 
denounced as already ‘‘ come.”” 

For a fuller account of Wicliffe and the succeeding 
Angels of the Reformation, Huss and Luther ; See Hales’s 
‘New Analysis of Chronology, Vol. Il. pp. 568—573, or 
Synopsis of the Signs of the Times, 1817. pp. 10—12. 

P. 180. 1. 5. for “ clause,” read seventh verse. 

P. 180.1.10, Additional text after ‘* Vulgate Version.” 
“While on the other hand, they all retain the second clausule 
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of the eighth verse; compensating for the omission of it in 
the Latin Vulgate.’’ . 

P, 184. 1. 22, Additional text, after ‘* prior to the 
Vulgate.’’ 

8. Origen, A.D. 230. This early, and most learned of 
the Greek Fathers, gives the following mystical interpreta- 
tion, of that passage in the account of our Lord’s trans- 
figuration, in which, after the disappearance of Moses and 
Elias, “ the disciples saw no one save Jesus only.’? Matt. 


xvii. 8. 
“Ey povov yeyors Meons (5 vouos) Kas Haas (4 Teopnresce ) 
Tyee (re evayyersy ). Kas 2x women noo TLOTELOY TEES, BTW 
(EAL NATHV, LANG YeyovaTs oF TELE eG FO EV. 
© Moses emblematical of the Law, and Elias of the Pro- 
phets, were made * one? only, with Jesus in the Gospel ; for 
they no longer remained ‘ three’ as they were before; but 
they were made ‘ the three in the one.’ ”’ | 
This is evidently an ingenious and apposite allusion, to 
1 John v. 7, 8. though it unfortunately escaped the notice 
of Griesback, who quoted it Symbol. Crit. Vol. I. p. 611. 
it is adduced by Bishop Middleton, as a remarkable proof of 
the reference of the Articles, in the latter of resis, and ro é, 
to the former ree, and &. p. 647.— Origen however, under- 
stood both, é, and ss ro év, as expressive only of consent, 
or agreement, not of consubstantiality, And that he actually 
meant to allude to 1 John v. 7, 8. may further appear from 
his Scholion on Ps. cxxxili. 2. Ta ds Tera, xugs@ 0 @zog nwy 
eioh ob yeep Tees To Ey esowv,—** But these three, (the spirit, the 
soul, and the body) are the Lord our God : for ‘ the three are 
the one.’ *? Here, the sudden change of gender from the 
neuter ra ru, to the masculine of rges, and the particle yap, 
** demonstrate that the latter clausule, was borrowed from 
1 John v. 8. by way of proof,”? as acutely remarked by 
Bishop Middleton, p. 646, while it shews, that Origen judi- 
ciously rejected the mystical sense of the eighth verse; con- 
sidering “ the spirit, soul, and body,” as analogous to “ the 
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spirit, water, and blood ;?? or explanatory thereof; and as 
belonging to “ the Lord our God,”’ Jesus Christ. 

4. Athanasius, A.D). 326, &c. 

ap End of the XII. Letter, p. 226, 1. 5. Additional text. 

And the learned Bengelius in still stronger and more 
decisive terms, states the inseparable connexion of the 
seventh verse with the rest,—adamantiné coherentid.— 
«© What therefore Sacred Criticism hath joined together, let 
not Heresy and Schism put asunder.” 

P. 246. 1. 7, 8. note, dele (an etymology not noticed by 
any Lexicographer) and read, (See Parkhurst.) 

P. 268. 1. 23. * Christian Researches,’ &c. [Addj— 
And Niebuhr’s Voyage en Arabie. Tom. ii. pp. 25-—30. 
Wherein is given a circumstantial account of the magnificent 
temple of Elephanta, and views of its ground plan, statues 
and figures, in eight copper plates. 

The principal figure of the Triune deity, is a bust with 
three faces, 13 fect high. Pl. V. Of these faces, the front 
and left, have a serious or gloomy aspect, but the second 
face, on the right side, is remarkable for a mustachio on 
the upper lip, and appears to be stiiling as in triumph, at a 
serpent (a cobra capella.) which it holds up to view in its 
hand; while the figure of a death’s head is carved upon the 
front of its bonnet.—May not this convey a covert allusion 
to our Redeemer, conquering the old Serpent, who brought 
death into the world, by his own death ? 

The Hindus hold one God, &c. 

ocr Insert the following paragraph after p. 293.1. 4. a 
fine. | 

4. We may further remark, (as shewn before, p. 119, 
&c.) that the article, (6, 7, so) though used absolutely, is 
frequently to be understood relatively, or in regimen, 
governing a genitive case of some pronoun understood, 
when so required by the sense. Thus, “ We have seen his 
star at its | rising’’ (2 rn evaToAn”) auTe being understood, 
after avaroan—* at the rising [of it)”, Matt. it. 2. and thus, 
tn tring pireos nr He was little ** in [his] stature,” Luke 
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mux. 3—Not “ in stature,” generally, but in thut stature 
that belonged to him; avre being understood. The same 
usage prevails in the best classic authors: w wbaee, TUTE Tov 
mazega; O wretch, dost thou beat thy father !— cz, being 
understood, Aristoph. Neph. Act v. Scene 1.—TiocaQrerns 
diaSarrer roy Kueor eos Toy aderADore Lissaphernes accuses 
Cyrus to his brother,” [ Artaxerxes], Xenoph Anab. Lib. i. 
Pp. 9.—avre being understood,—r« CNY KATH Kas TH OT MTUATE, 
BT ay Tb xaxoY To CW IL Aabn, tore xsvertaty “© When the body 
receives any injury, then its fractures, and its strains are 
affected,’? Demosthenes De Corona, § 58. And so, in the 
present instance, 1 John v. 20. 87© eew § arySw@ toc, xa 
-h Con aiwn@, signifies, “ This, is our true God, and our 
eternal life’—not “ the true God and the eternal life,” 
absolutely, the pronoun jpe being understood ; as appears 
not only from the context, but from the whole tenor of 
Scripture: Its true meaning, indeed, is admirably expressed, 
Ps. xlviii. 14. more correctly rendered, “ For this God is 
eur God for ever and ever; He shall guide us over *, (or 
&cyond) death, [into life eternal] not, “ He shall be our 
guide unto death *,” as in our Prayer Book and Bible trans- 
lations. And this. beautiful imagery is adopted by our 
blessed Lord, “ Verily, verily I say unto you, He that 
heareth my word, and believeth on Him that sent me, hath 
lite eternal, and shall not come into condemnation, but 
hath passed over (uera6sCnuev) from death into life.” Jokn 
v. “4;—by a sublime anticipation of the event, intimating 


* The phrase “ unto death,” is usually expressed in Hebrew, by mn Sx; 
or is abridgment, mys, or my ty. See Prov. ii. ¥8. Ps. cxviii. 1%, 
2 Chron. xxxii, 24. &e. but here, it is different, myn Sy, which only 
_ occurs twice ; in this passage, and in the title of Ps. ix. “ To the victor 
(David) upon the death (of Goligh) in the midst” [of the two armies, 
b Sam xvii. 14.] Here, it is rendered « oper death” by the Syriac Ver. 
sion; and the preposition Sy, frequently signifies above, over, or beyond? 
Ds. xcv. 35 Judg. ix. 8; Levit. xv. 25, &c. It, indeed, sometimes sig- 
unifies unto, as Gen, xxxviii. 12. &e. But itis Clearly distinguished from 
x, to,” Jeremiah xliv, 20. where it signifies 6 ggainst.” 
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its certainty: as confirmed by his fuller declaration, more 
critically rendered, and explained, “I am the resurrection 
and the life ; he that believeth in me, though he die [here], 
yet shall /ive [hereafter]: And whosoever [then] liveth and 
believeth in me, [at the resurrection] shall die no more, Sor 
ever™*.”? * John xi: 25;'26. 

These remarks may furnish a satisfactory explanation of 
a clause in the Second Article of the Church of England, 
representing our Saviour as “ the very and eternal God,” 
not absolutely, confounding him with the Father, but rela- 
tively. For this phrase is evidently derived from 1 John v. 
20 ; because * the very (or true) God,’ who is the imme- 
diate Author of eternal iife to the faithful, must necessarily 
be “ eternal’ himself. It is therefore, to be understood in 
the same sense, as denoting the Son, who is * our very and 
elernal God,” and the Article adds, “ of one substance with 
the Father,’’ meaning, of the same specific substance or 
nature with the Father, as shewn in the foregoing Letter. 

And that this was indeed the intention of the framers of 
our Articles, is evident from the sequel, in which the Son 
is represented as “ very God ;”? and in the V. Article, the 
Holy Ghost is represented as “ very and eternal God,” like- 
wise, dropping the article, the, in both instances. These 
Articles, therefore, the I. II. and V. do not savour of 
“ Sabellianism,” as ignorantly misrepresented by Dr. Car- 
penter, pp. 28. 60. 142. | 

From this combination of evidence, &c. 

P. 309. 1. 3. Conversion of St. Paul’’§. First note. 

§ When our blessed Lord appeared, in vision, to his dis- 
ciple Ananias, and directed him to seek Saul of Tarsus, he 
said, “ for, lo, he prayeth,”’ &c. Act. ix. 10O—12, the ori- 
ginal, xpocevyetas, is elliptical, jo, being understood, (as 


"(AEST SF AR TANRPTETgmneReS, Se ccaeamsese eracuemeey paveeeay aemcmerestes er a ee OTL | 


“%* The phrase # fan avoSain, ex¢ tov atwve, is used elliptically, for # 

fannevs amrotarn, &c. Mat. xxi. 19; or # gen wwrors anvSavn, &e, John 
vi. 55. The authorised translation, “ stall never die,” seems te contradict 
ee though he dae.” 
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in the fuller expression, rw @cw mpooevxecSai, 1 Cor, xi. 13.) 
and should be rendered, ‘ for lo, he prayeih to [me for 
pardon and forgiveness :] and hath seen in a vision [which 
I vouchsafed to him] a man named Ananias, entering [into 
his chamber] and laying his hand upon him, that he might 
recover his sight.’—And that Saul, (or Paul) then actually 
prayed to Christ 3 we may further infer, from the exhorta~ 
tion of Ananias, after the miraculous restoration of his 
sight, Acts xxii. 16.—“ And now, why delayest thou ? arise, 
and be bapiized, and wash away thy sins, calling upon the 
name of THE Lorp” [Jesus, in prayer and thanksgiving | as 
proved from Acts ix. 14. where Ananius objects to CHRIST 
himself :—“ And here (at. Damascus) he (Saul) hath autho- 
rity from the chief priests, to bind all that call upon thy 
name.’—This last passage surely, is decisive to prove the 
veligious invocation of Curist, by his followers. 

P. 309.1. 5.“ St. Paul's thorn in the Flesh +.’ Second 
note. 

+ This thorn in the flesh, which goaded St. Paul, during 
the whole course of his ministry, appears to have been 
some impediment, or hesitation in his speech, which obstructed 
his preaching; like Moses, formerly. For he prayed for 
“¢ utterance,” twice, Eph. vi. 19; Col. iv. 3; and here, “ he 
besought THE Lorp thrice,” repeatedly and _ earnestly, 
that it might be removed:’’ but he was refused ; “ for 
cue Lorp said unto me, My Grace is sufficient for thee ; 
for My power is perfected in [thy] znfirmity. ‘ Most 
willingly then,” proceeds the Apostle. ‘“ will 1 rather glory 
in my infirmities, that THE POWER OF CHRIST may reside 
upon me,” (exsounvwon er eue)—like the dzvine glory, upon 
the tabernacle, in the wilderness. 

The variable rendering of this very important passage, 
{2 Cor. xii. 8, 9.) in the Received Translation, where, 
juvaus is ambiguously rendered both ‘ power,’’ and 
“& strength ;?? and aoa, both weakness” and “ infirmity,* 
has contributed to injure its evidence of prayer directly 
addressed to CuRist; as acknowledged even by the Soci- 


Ct 3ane-) © 


hian, Slichtingius :—nota exemplum precum ad Christuni 
directarum. Here, “ tHe Lorp,’’ “ besought” by the 
Apostle, and who “ answered’? him, was plainly Curist: 
and “* My PowER,”’ is surely “ THE POWER OF CHRIST,” as 
Gop, “ the Gop or Gtory.” Nothing indeed can be 
clearer, or more satisfactory than this evidence. 

P. 309. 1. 22. * Acts xv. 28*.”? Third note. 

* The Apostolical benediction, &c. 


Addition to note, vol. ii. p. 24'7.—*¢ Copious citations of 
authors.’? 

II. The personality of the Holy Spirit may further be 
proved from the Old Testament, explained by the New. 

1. Moses represents the Israelites, during the Theocracy; 
as under the providential guidance and protection of two 
guardian angels. The first, called, by way of eminence, the 
Angel of the Lord, who appeared to him in the bush, Exod. 
zl, 2; and who led his people out of Egypt, through the 
Red Sea, Exod. xiv. 9. and promised Moses, that his pre- 
sence should accompany him, until his death. ‘* My pre- 
sence shall be with thee, and J will give thee rest.” Exod. 
xxxiil. This Angel, therefore, is styled by Isaiah, “ the 
Angel of God’s presence,. who saved them, and bare, and 
carried them, all the days of old,’’ Isa. Ixiii. 10. and is 
universally allowed to be Curist, the tutelar ‘“‘ God of 
Israel.’ Compare Exod. xix. 4, 5; Deut. xxxii. 9—12; 
to all which our Lord alludes in his mournful apostrophe to 
Jerusalem : ** How often would I have gathered thy children 
together,” &c. Matt. xxiii. 37. But *‘ they tempted Chrost,”’ 
in the wilderness, as St. Paul declares, 1 Cor. x. 9. 

2. Shortly after the covenant at Sinaz, Curist promised 
to send another guardian angel, to conduct them into 
Palestine ; ** Behold, I send an angel before thee, to keep 
thee in the way, and to bring thee into the place which I 
have prepared. Beware of him, and obey his voice; pro- 
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voke him not, for he will not pardon your transgressions : 
for my name isin him? Exod. xxiii. 20, 21. 

This other angel has been usually confounded with 
Curist, but they were evidently distinct; for Christ calls 
him, “ his angel,’? whom he invested with ‘ his name,’’ or 
his own authority, and to whom he required joint obedience : 

« But if thou shalt indeed obey his voice, and do all that 
I speak, then I will be an enemy to thy enemies, and an 
adversary to thy adversaries: for mine angel shall go before 
thee, and bring thee in, unto the Amorites, and the Hittites, 
and the Perizzites, and the Canaanites, and the Hivites, 
and the Jebusites ; and J will cut them off.’ Exod. xxii. 
22, 93. 

Who then was this coadjutor of Curist? Surely no 
inferior, or created angel: he. could only be the Hoty 
SPIRIT. 

This promise, Christ was pleased to renew, after the 
transgression of the golden calf, which he pardoned on the 
intercession of Moses: adding, as a further motive for not 
conducting them himself, into Palestine, after the death of 
Moses ;—* For I will not go up in the midst of thee, be- 
cause tie art a stiff-necked people; lest I consume thee in 
the way.” Exod. xxxil, 30—34; xxxill, 1—4. 

And the prophet Jsazah, in continuation, thus alludes to 
both :—** But they (the Israelites) rebelled, and grieved His 
Holy Spirit, so that He became their enemy, and fought 
against them.” Isa, Ixili. 10. We learn whom the latter 
meant, from the comment of Stephen, the first martyr, thus 
upbraiding his persecutors : “ Ye s¢zff-necked and uncircum. 
cised in heart and ears, ye do always resist the Holy Ghost : 
ye, as well as your fathers.” Acts vil. 53. And alluding 
thereto, St. Paul warns the Christian world; “ Grieve not 
tHE Hoty Spirit or Gop.’’ Eph. iv. 30. 

3. But the clearest enunciation of these two guardian 
angels, invested with divine powers, is furnished by the 
highly-favoured prophet, Daniel, under the names of Mz- 
chael and Gabriel; the former signifying, “ Who is kke 
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God?” and the latter, “ the might of God,” or His active 
power, or energy. 

They are first noticed in Nebuchadnezzar’s second dream, 
under the denomination of the Holy Watchers, by whose 
decrees, the Most Hieu ruleth in the kingdoms of men.’ 
Dan. iv. 13, 17, 23, 24. 

They next occur under the denomination of Saints, in the 
grand prophecy of the 2300 days, delivered by a “ certain 
Saznt,’? on the enquiry of * another Saint.’ Dan. viii. 13, 
14. That * certain,” or “ excellent Saint, who spake,”? and 
told the prophecy, appears to have been “ the Saint of 
Saints,” or “ Messiah the Prince,” Dan. ix. 23—925; or 
“ Michael, the great prince, who was to stand up for the 
children of Jsrael,’? Dan. xii. 1. who is also recognized in 
the New Testament, as ‘‘ Michael, the archangel, that con- 
tended with the Devil about the body of Moses,” Jude 9. 
and also, “* Michael and his angels, who, in the symbolical 
war in heaven, conquered and expelled the Dragon and his 
angels.’’? Rev. xii. 7—9. But Michael is universally allowed 
to be Curist: and “ who, indeed, is so like God,’’ as his 
beloved Son ; who is “ the image, or visible representative 
of the invisible God,” Col. i. 15. and “ is God,’ John i. 1]. 
6 God over all, blessed for evermore.”? Rom. ix. 5. | 

The other, enquiring angel, who shortly after, appeared in 
human form, to the prophet, when they both had been invi- 
sible before, was called “ Gabriel,”? by the former ; and was 
directed, “ in a man’s voice to make Daniel understand the 
vision.”? Dan. viii. 15, 16. And that he then appeared in 
glory, we may collect, from the terror he inspired: “ for, 
when he came near where I stood,” (says Daniel,) “I was 
afraid, and fell upon my face, toward the ground, in a deep 
sleep (or swoon,) but he touched me, and set me upright.” 
“lil JdvgalS. 

Afterwards, in a subsequent vision, they both appeared in 
glory to the prophet. The former is represented as clothed 
an linen, (as the spiritual high priest,) his loins were girded 
with a golden girdle; his body like beryl, his face as the 
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appearance of lightning; his eyes as lamps of fire; his 
arms and his legs like polished brass, and his voice as the 
voice of a multitude.”? And the effect of this stupendous 
apparition, was similar to the foregoing: ‘* Daniel fell into 
a deep sleep, with his face toward the ground, when a hand 
touched him, and set him upon his knees and the palms of 
his hands,”? &c. Dan. x. 1—10. 

The similar appearance of Christ in glory to John the 
beloved disciple, who “* fell at his feet as dead,’’ Rev. i. 
9—18. has justly led the generality of commentators to 
conclude, that this spiritual high priest was Michael, or 
Christ. 

But the hand which touched Daniel, in this great vision, 
as remarked by Grotius, Lowth, Wintle, &e. seems rather to 
have been the hand of Gabriel, who touched him likewise in 
the foregoing visions, viil. 18; ix. 21. to give him strength ; 
and now addressed him, in the same comforting or encou- 
raging terms as before; compare x. 11, 12. with ix. 22, 23; 
and then, fully assuming a human form, in glory, touched — 
his lips, to give him utterance, when overpowered by the 
vision ; and again touched, and strengthened him. x. 15—19. 
And in his discourse, clearly distinguished himself from 
‘“* Michael, one of the chief princes,” and “ the prince of 
the Jews,” whom he represented as his coadjutor against 
the prince of Persia. x. 13, 20. And who was this Gabriel, 
representing himself as on a par with Michael, and revealing 
to the prophet, ‘“ what should befal his people in the latter 
days,” and <* shewing him what was noted in the Scripture of 
truth,” x. 14, 24. but * the Spzrit of truth ;” who afterwards 
*€ shewed the disciples of Christ things to come ;’’ that 
“ other Advocate,’’ the Hoty Guost, associated along with 
our prime ‘‘ Advocate with the Father,” Jesus Curist: 
under whose joint regency and protection, the Church of 
God is placed, from the beginning to the end of the world. 
Dan. xii. 5—13; Rev. xii. 1—6; Act. vii. 38 ; Matt. xxviii. 
20; John xiv. 16—18, 26. xv. 13, 14. 

Accordingly, we find Gabriel actively employed in pro- 
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moting the Gospel dispensation from its very commencements 
He was that mighty “ Angel of the Lord,’? who announced 
to Zacharias, the birth of Christ's harbinger, the Baptist ; 
saying, ‘I am Gabriel, who stand in the presence of God.’’ 
Luke i. 19. Who further announced to the Virgin Mary 
her miraculous conception, Luke i. 26; and, as the Holy 
Ghost, revealed to Simeon, that before his death, he should 
see the Lord’s Christ. Luke ii. 26, 

From analogy, therefore, we are warranted to infer, that 
Gabriel, was also, the same ‘* Angel of the Lord,”’ who ap- 
peared in vision to Joseph, the espoused husband of Mary, 
and announced the miraculous conception, Matt. i. 20; and 
again the Nativity to the Shepherds, Luke ii. 9; who, ina 
dream, oracularly warned ( yenparticdevres) the pious Parthian 
Magi, net to return from Bethlehem to Herod, Matt. ii. 12. 
and directed Joseph to fly with the Holy Family into Egypt ; 
and recalled them from thence after Herod’s death; and 
appointed their residence in Galilee at Nazareth, Matt. 
ii, 19-23; the same mighty ‘* Angel of the Lord,” that 
appeared to Christ in his agony, and strengthened hin, 
Luke xxii. 43; and to the Roman guard at the sepulchre, 
in terrible majesty ; so that ‘* they guaked, and became as 
dead,” Matt. xxviii. 2—4; and that addressed the disciples, 
after our Lord’s Ascension into heaven, Acts 1. 10; that 
founded the Church of Christ, on the day of Pentecost, 
Acts ii. 1—41; struck Ananias and Sapphira dead, for 
lying to the Holy Ghost; Acts v. 3—11; and appointed 
Peter for the conversion of Cornelius ; Acts x. 1—20; and 
Paul and Barnabas for the conversion of the remoter Gen- 
tiles, Acts xiii. 1—3, &c. 

The identity of Gabriel and the Holy Ghost, indeed, is no 
novel hypothesis. It was formerly suggested by the learned 
Cocceius * ; and has been recently revived, and ably sup- 
ported by Hever, in his instructive Bampton Lectures, 1816 ; 
. who, in his fourth Lecture, and learned notes, has stated it, 
Se MAM th 2) AMR is RHA ton ely) rte MO 
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and shewn, that it was the prevailing opinion, not only of 
the Jewish rabbins, but also of the early heretics, Simon 
Magus *, Manes, Mahomet, &c. 

From this fuller induction of Scriptural evidence, it may 
now, I humbly conceive, rank as a well-founded and highly 
probable theory; subversive of the Sadellian heresy, both 
ancient and modern ; and rationally supporting the myste- 
rious doctrine of the Trinity 1n Unrry.—May it contribute, 
with the Divine blessing, to promote these salutary ends! 
And may the glorious majesty of THE Lorp our Gop be 
upon the ménzsters and stewards of the divine mysteries, and 
prosper their handy-work, both now; and for evermore. 
Amen. 

P. 253. 1.18. “* Trinity in Unity §.”” 

§ This also was the doctrine of the Primitive Church : as 
appears from the testimonies of the Anostolical Fathers, Clee 
mens Romanus, Ignatius, and Polycarp ; and their successors, 
Ireneus, Dionysius Romanus, Dionysius Alexandrinus ; and 
also irom the ancient Hymns and Dozxologies used in the 
Church from the earliest times. 

1. Clemens Romanus, in the Syriac version of his first 
Hpistle to the Corinthians, published by Wetstein, at its close, 
exhorts ‘* the labourers in the ministry, that resemble the 
Apostles, to imitate the Farner, Son, and Hoty Guost, 
who are solicitous for. the salvation of mankind.’? And 
Basil, in his treatise, wep Tvevyaros “Aye, c. 29. furnishes 
this citation from him: Zn 6 Qcoc nas 6 Kuptos Inows Xeisosy NOE 
to [Ivevua “Ayioy. 

“ Tue Gop, and rae Lory Jesus Cunist, and THE 
Hoy Serrtr liveth.’ 

In these passages, Clemens critically distinguishes the 
three persons of the Godhead, by the plural verb, ‘ are ;?? 
a a he er le ee ot et bee, Se 

* Simon Magus beasted that he was “ some great one,” or the Hoh Yy 


Ghost, according to Jerom ; and the Samarituns called him, “ the great 
power of God,” which is the translation of Gabriel, Acts viii. 9, 10, 
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and their specific unity or sameness of nature, by tlie sia- 
gular verb “ iveth,’’ 

2. Ignatius, in his Epistle to the Magzesians, Coteler. 
vol. ii. p. 21, thus exhorts that Church: 

«< Study therefore to be confirmed in the doctrines of 
our Lorp and his Apostles, that in all things whatsoever ye 
do, ye may be rightly directed, in flesh and spirit, in faith 
and charity, in THE Son, and tHE FatTuHer, and in THE 
[ Hoty] SPIRIT, (ev ay nos Tlares nats ev Tlvevparte) Here, 
the venerable Martyr plainly alludes to the foregoing texts, 
No. 11, 12,13, 14; and exhorts * to live soberly, righteously, 
and godly, in this present world.” Titus ii. 12. 

3. Polycarp also, at his martyrdom, as described in the 
circular epistle of the Church of Smyrna, delivered the fol- 
lowing admirable prayer and doxolog: oy. Coteler. vol. ii. p. 199. 

** O Lord God Almighty, the Father of thy beloved and 
blessed Son Jesus Christ, by whom we received the intimate 
knowledge (exsyrwow) of Thee, the God of angels, and of 
powers, and of all the creation,‘and of all the race of the 
just who live before Thee: I bless Thee, because this day 
and hour, Thou hast deemed me worthy to take part in the 
number of thy Martyrs, in the cup of Jesus CurtstT, unto 
the resurrection of life eternal, both soul and body, by the 
incorruption of THE Hoty Spirit. ‘This day, may I be 
received among them before Thee, by a rich and acceptable 
sacrifice, according as Thou the true God, who cannot lye, 
hast prepared, and pre-ordained, and fulfilled. Therefore, 
even for all things, I praise Thee, I bless Thee, I glorify 
Thee, with the eternal and celestial Jesus Curist, thy be- 
loved Son; with wHom, to THEE, and tue Hory Guosr, 
be the glory, both now and for evermore. Amen.” (29 &, Los 
ute IIvevpare “Ayiw y Ooéa, KOLb VUY Hb E16 TES fLEAALU TAS aiwras, 
Apny) 

4, The ancient Doxology, used by Irenaeus, Clemens Ro- 
manus, Dionysius Romanus, Dionysius Alexandrinus, and the 
presbyters of the Church, from the beginning, is thus repre- 
sented by Baszl also, ibid. 


( 342 ) 


Tw ds Orw xa Mares, nas Yow cw Kuga quov Ince Keir, ouv Fo 
“Ay IIvevmare, doka XXb XEATOS EbG THS Aiwves TwY aiwvwY. Aunye 

** Now to tHE Gop anp FATHER, and to THE Son, our 
Lorp Jesus Cunist, with ruz Hoty Guosr, be glory and 
dominion for evermore. Amen,” 

5. And further, according to Basil, at the eriAuxvia, OF 
“ lighting the lamps,” in the evening, it was a universal 
usage in the fifth century, among the people, in general, to 
repeat the ancient chant, (apryasroy Tnv Qwyny) 

Awapev Tlarepa nas Ysov nas “Aysoy Tlvevya Te Ox. 

“< We praise the Father, and THE Son, and THE Hoty 
SPIRIT oF Gop.” 

These instances, surely are decisive to prove the preva- 
lence of the primitive doctrine, and invocation of the Hoxy 
Trinity, among all ranks of Christians, for the first five 
centuries. 
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Optimorumgque Physicorum Scriptis, methodo elementaria 
congesta. Cut premuttitur Disquisitio de Aere et modifica- 
tionibus Atmosphere. 1778, Dublin, 4to. pp. 151. 


This tract was chiefly designed to explain and vindicate Sir 
Isaac Newton’s abstruse ‘Theory of Sounds, contained in his fun- 
damental propositions, Principia, vol. ii. prop. 47, 48, 49, and te 
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made in Algebra, since, by De Moivre, Simpson, Saunderson, 
Hutton, Waring, Landon, Clairaut, Euler, D’Alembert, Bertrand, 
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5. The Rights of Citizens. Dublin, 1793, 8vo. 
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7. Observations on the present State of the Parochial Clerey 
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Reformer. 
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Doctor S. endeavoured to shew a distinctness in the consti- 
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as Articles of Peace, not like the English as Articles of Fuith or 
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burgh. 
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leian Methodist Missionaries, who preached on horseback, with 
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rous doctrines of immediate conversion, sinless perfection, &c. 

Part I1.—To answer Mr. Joseph Benson's Inspector of Metho- 
dism inspected, and Christian Observer observed, in which he at- 
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- in consequence of his Pastoral Letter, on the breaking 
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1808, 8vo. Rivingtons. 
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The first Volume contains an Explanation of the New System 
of Chronology, introduced therein; to which are added, 1. The 
Elements of Technical Chronology, and 2. The Elements of Sa 
ered Geography, illustrated with Six Copper-plates. 
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than the first Volume, contains a Chronological History of the 
Old Testament, A pocrypha, and New Testament, and of the whole 
range of Prophecy ; immediately translated from the Original 
Scriptures. : 

The third Volume contains a Chronological History of the 
Assyrians, Babylonians, Medes, Persians, Lydiaus, Egyptians, &e. 
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and general Index to the whole Work. 

N.B. A few Copies of this valuable Work remain to Be dis. 
posed of at the subscription Price of Six Guineas. 
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18. A Synopsis of the Signs of the Times, humbly attempted 
to be traced from the Chronolegical Prophecies, chiefly 

_ drawn from the New Analysis, with improvements. 8vo. 
1817, Dublin, Grierson; London, Rivingtons. 


19. Faith in the Holy Trinity, the Doctrine of the Gospel, 
and Sabellian Unitartanism shewn to be the God-denying 
Apostacy, 2 vols. 8vo. 1818, Rivingtons. 
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the Origin of the primitive British and Irish Churches ; 
and their Independence on the Church of Rome. 8vo. 
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